* 
* 


þ# 
| 


A 


VINDICATION 
| 3 OF THE 
| 
| 


Goſpel of St. Matthew. 


(Price 1 s. 6 d.) 


\ 


| 


Fai a 


— 
— 


— * 0 N * * 2 — FD. God 
. PU — — S * 


— —— E — 


Juſt Publiſhed, 


Critical Examination of the late New Text 

and Verſion of the New Teſtament in Greek 

and Engliſh; wherein the Editor's corrupt Text, 
falſe Verſion and fallacious Notes are Detected 
and Cenſur'd ; his Cavils againſt the Canon of the 
New Teſtament are refuted; the Blunders and Ini- 
uities of his various Readings are expos d; and 
Juſtice in particular is done to the famous Text of 
1 Jobn v. 7. againſt his partial Repreſentation of 


that Matter. 


To which is added, 


A Defence of the Divine Authority of the Book 
of Revelations againſt the Editor of the New 
Teſtament ; and the Author of the Diſcourſe Hiſ- 
torical and Critical on the Revelations aſcribed to 
St. John; wherein particularly the Characters of 
many eminent Fathers are vindicated againſt the 
Calumnies of the Writers aforementioned. In 
Three Parts. Price 2 s. each. 


\ 


* 


f 


Fg 


A ; 


VINDICATION 


OF IHE 


| Goſpel of St. Marthew, 


Againſt a late TRACT entitled, 


A Diſſertation or Inquiry concerning the 
Canonical Authority of the Goſpel 
according to Matthew. 


By LEONARD TWELLS, 


Vicar of St. Mary's in Marlborough. 


— — 


* 


_—  — — 


LONDON: 


Printed for R. Gos LIN o, at the Mitre and Crown 
againſt Fetter-Lane in Fleetſtreet. M. DCC. XXXII. 


** — — 1 
1 ———— OR 2 . ... TO ue oo — —- et rcq wv 
— — - Perry 8 

12 


PX EFA UE. 


HE Author of the Diſſertation, 


1 


to which the following Piece 
is a Reply, ſeems apprehenſive 
of no Cenſure on his Perfor- 
mance againſt St. Matthew, ſave this, 
that it is act very becoming a Private 
Perſon, p. 6. But whatever he ma 

think, I believe moſt Men judge of the 
Reaſonableneſs of ſuch Undertakings, 
rather from the Learning, Honeſty and 
Modeſty of the Undertakers. A Writer, 
who diſcovers himſelf to be a Maſter of 
his Subject, and who fairly repreſents 
Facts and Reaſonings, and who oppoſes 
ſettled and eſtabliſhed Notions with De- 
cency, was hardly ever envied the Li- 


berty of publiſhing his Inquiries, though 


a pri- 
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vi De PREFACE. 

a private Perſon. But whenever a Piece 
appears in the World upon an impor- 
tant Point of Religion, made up chiefly 
from old and thread-bare Topicks; 
with little Learning and nuch Preva- 
rication; expreſſing no Deference to 
eſtabliſned Opinions, but the utmoſt In- 
ſolence towards all, who act up to their 
Characters and their Convictions in the 
behalf of them, ſuch a Performance will 
very ill become any Perſon, be his Cha- 
racter ever ſo publick or confiderable. 

If then the Diſſertation before us ſhall 
appear to be of this Sort, the Author's 
Defence of himſelf, p. 6 and , will by 
| no means reach his Caſe, For what 
though the ableſt Divines have bufied 
themſelves on the ſame Subject, will this 
juſtify another's meddling with it, who 
| happens to. have no Abilities? If the 
| greateſt Friends to Chriſtianity have in- 

Jl genuouſly owned every Difficulty relating 
| to the Canon of the New Teſtament, (hall 
this encourage the Enemies of that Reli- 
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| ion to uſe diſhoneſt Freedbms with the 
Holy Boobs? It is certain; that” Truth 
11 always 


The PREFACE wi 


| always gains Ground, and is the more 


illauſtrated by Inquiries, that are learnedly, 
fairly and 1 conducted. But it 


does not follow, that Old and Baffled 
Cavils revived, unconſcionable Invectives 
and perpetual Chicane, muſt neceſſarily 


produce the ſame Effects. 
I am the fuller on this Head, in hopes, 
that when the Free-thinkers ſhall proceed 


to queſtion the Canonical Authority of 
the remaining Goſpels, they may be in- 


duced either to amend their Faulrs or their 
Apologies. They may indeed proceed in 
the Way they have hitherto purſued. Fa- 
ther 3 and other learned Criticłs on 
the New Teſtament, will continue to ſup- 
ply them with Difficulties, which, when 
taken apart from their reſpeive Soluti- 


ons, and heightened by proper Colourings, 


may improve into Objections as conſide- 


rable as thoſe urged by our Author againſt 
the Goſpel of St. Matthew. But then 
thoſe Gentlemen. may aſlure themſelves, 
that, in ſuch a Caſe, the Friends of 

Levelation will carctully attend their 


| ,,otiuns, and that they may expect to 


hear 
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vii The PREFACE. 
hear again of every remarkable Devia- 
tion from Truth, Pertinence and De- 
Cency. "BC 

I am further to acquaint my Reader, 
that I have generally abridged the Ar- 
guments of my Author; but it has 
been my conſtant Endeavour ſo to do it, 
as that the Objections might loſe nothing 
of their Force. And, I believe, that 
every one who has read him atten- 
tively, will think ſuch a thing very prac- 
ticable. 


„ VINDICATION 


OF THE 


Goſpel of St. Matthew. 


. . HE Author of a late Diſſertation or 
STR Enquiry concerning the Canonical Au- 
= thority of the Goſpel according to 
Matthew, complains, that very little 

hath been offered in its Support by the 
(Right Reverend) Author of the third Paſtoral 
Letter, p. 3. of which Letter he had before ſaid, 

in his Title Page, that it pretended to be a De- 

Fence of the Canon of the New Teſtament, He tells 

us, p. 9. that the Paſtoral Letter-Writer, as he 

A} familiarly calls my Lord of London, has made a 
ſight Defence for the 8255 Hiſtory in general, and 


its 
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its reputed Authors in particular, p. 23. He terms 
the Paſtoral Letter a looſe Defence, p. 74. He 
calls for another ſort of Defence for the Truth and 
Authority of Goſpel Hiſtory againſt Infidels, than 
is made in the laſt Paſtoral Letter. Laſtly, he 
concludes his Diſſertation with pronouncing it 
a moſt imper feet and ſuperficial Epiſtle, wrote in 
Defence of the whole Canon of the New Tefta- 
ment, 


Bur all theſe ſtrong and repeated Complaints 
proceed wholly on a Miſtake of the Bithop's 
Deſign, which was, not to defend the Canon of 
the New Teſtament againſt the Cavils of Here- 
ticks and Infidels in general, but, to uſe his 
Lordſhip's own Words, to give [his People] 4 
clear View of the Evidences both of the Truth and 
Authority of thoſe Writings, Paſtoral Letter, p. 7. 
He wrote againſt no particular Infidel or Here- 
tick, much leſs againſt the whole Body of them: 
But on occaſion of a late Tract, which denied 
the Scriptures to be a Divine Rule of Faith and 
Manners, and of the Endeavours of ſome to re- 
preſent the four Goſpels excluſius of all other 
Scriptures, as the ſole Standard of Belief and 
Morality, he thought it incumbent upon him 
to guard his Dioceſe from ſuch Deluſions, by 
laying before them the principal Evidences, up- 
on which it is reaſonable to receive the entire 
Body of the New Teſtament Writings as of 
Divine Truth and Certainty. And if his Lord- 
ſhip has ſucceeded in this Attempt; if, in par- 
ticular, he has ſupplied the Chriſtians, over 
whom he preſides, with as good or better Teſ- 
timony for the Truth of the Goſpel, than that 
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whereon they and the reſt of the World credit 
other ancient Hiſtories, he has ſufficiently forti- 
fied them againſt every infidel Cavil, and with- 
out particular Anſwers to each Objection, has 
given them Reaſon to conclude of ſuch things in 
general, that they do not affect the Truth of the 
Chriſtian Religion. For ſo long as Men have ra- 
tional Evidence for the Genuineneſs of the New 
Teſtament, bare Poſſibilities that this Evidence 
may deceive them, are no juſt Matter of Con- 
cern to them. Much leſs are internal Difficulties 
to be regarded by thoſe whoſe Belief is founded 
on ſuch Teſtimony as cannot be diſproved, For 
Difficulties, as is well obſerved by Dr. Jenkins, 
(Reaſonableneſs and Certainty of the Chriſtian Re- 
ligion, Vol. 2. p. 546. 4 Ed.) can never alter the 
Nature of Things, and make that which is true 
to become falſe. If therefore the Biſhop of Lon- 
don, in his third Paſtoral Letter, has proved thoſe 
Pofitions of his which relate to the Truth of the 
Scriptures and their faithful Tranſmiſſion by ſuch 
general Evidence, as uſes to obtain credit in all 
like Caſes, he has ſufficiently provided for the In- 
ſtruction of his Dioceſe in the main View of his 
Paſtoral Letter, which was to ſhew where they 
may find a ſufficient Guide in Matters of Reli- 
gion, a Divine Rule of Faith and Manners. Af- 
ter this to have deſcended to particular Cavils, 
had been unneceſſary to his main Purpoſe, and 
would have made the Letter itſelf too bulky as 
well as too intricate to the Generality of thoſe 
for whoſe immediate Service it was intended. 
Notwithſtanding therefore the affected Complaints 
of the Diſſertation-MWriter, he has too much Senſe 
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not to know, that if the Biſhop of London had 
filled his Paſtoral Letter with diſcuſſing every 
Doubt here raiſed, nine Parts out of ten of thoſe, 
for whoſe Uſe it was compiled, would never have 
given it the reading. And of this I am fo well 
ſatisfied, that I venture to appeal even to this 
Writer's own Conſcience, on a ſecond and moſt 
ſerious Conſideration, whether his repeated Cen- 
ſures of the Paſtoral Letter, as defective in this 
Point, were not raſh and unjuſt. | 
Ihe Author of the Diſſertation before us, ob- 
ſerves, p. 11. that the Biſhop's Poſitions, ſo far 
as they relate to the four Goſpels, more particu- 
larly, are theſe : 


_ Furſt, That theſe Goſpels contain a faithful and 
true Account of the Birth, Life, Death, Reſur- 
rection and Aſcenſion of Jeſus Chriſt. 

Secondly, That they have been faithfully tranſ- 
mitted to the Chriſtians of ſucceeding Ages. 


And he agrees, that if the Biſhop attends to 
and makes good theſe Poſitions, he will merit the 
Applauſe of all Chriſtendom. He further ob- 
ſerves, ibid. that according to the Biſhop, if we 
would be fatisfied of the Truth, of any Hiſtory, 
the two things we chiefly enquire after are, the 
Knowledge the Writer had of his Subject, and the 
Character he bore in Point of Integrity. Nor 
does he object to theſe Heads of Enquiry: as in- 
ſufficient to ſatisfy, us in the Truth of Hiſtory. 
But he complains that the Biſhop does not enter 
into any ſuch Enquiry, eſpecially not in the Me- 
thod he thinks proper, . All, according to * 
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f che Biſhop ſays to it is, That the greateft Enemies 
to Chriſtianity have never demed but that there wag 
* fuch a Perſon as Feſus of Nazareth, who lived af 


the time the Goſpels ſpeab of, and who made choice 
of ſeveral Perſons to be his Diſciples or Apoſtles, two 
of which were Evangeliſ— Theſe, he ſays, left 
their Callings and Occupations to attend and receive 
Inſtructions from Jeſus ; they both ſaw him and felt 
him, were daily converſant with him and the like. 
And beſides theſe natural Qualifications (he calls 
them) they were ſupernaturally aſjiſted alſo to give 
an Account of Chriſt's Life and Actions. 

But this is a very imperfect, and indeed unfair 
Repreſentation of the Biſhop's Argument to prove 
that the Writers of the Goſpel had a Knowledge 
of the Subject of their Hiſtory, and conſequently 
could not be impoſed upon themſelves. In order 
to which his Lordſhip begins with obſerving, 
That the real Exiſtence of Jeſus of Nazareth, 
« at the Time the Goſpel ſpeaks of, and his 
« chooſing ſeveral Perſons to be his Diſciples, are 
« Facts, which the greateſt Enemies to Chriſti- 
e anity have never denied. He adds, that the 
« Goſpel affirms of theſe Diſciples in general, 


„ which alfo has never been denied, that they 


left their ſeveral Callings and Occupations, to 
« the End they might be wholly at Liberty to 
attend Feſus and receive his Inſtructions.” So 
that the Point in Queſtion, the Knowledge the 
Apoſtles had of the Subject of the Goſpel, and 
the conſequent Impoſſibility of their being im- 
poſed upon themſelves in thoſe Matters, reſts up- 
on unqueſtionable Facts and ſo needed no further 


Proof. But his Lordſhip purſues this Matter, 


16 

by rehearſing ſeveral Particulars from the Go/- 
pels and Acis relating to the ſtrict Attendance of 
the Diſciples upon Jeſus, from the Baptiſm of 
* unto that ſame Day that he was taken u 
rom them, which evince that they were we 
ualified to bear witneſs of the Things that were 
* and ſpoken by him. As then all theſe in 
their preachings were able to declare the moſt 
wonderful Events relating to Jeſus, both before 
his Death and afterwards: So they were by this 
means naturally capable of recording the ſame. 
Beſides which they were further enabled to do 
both theſe in the moſt faithful manner, by a ſu- 
pernatural Aſſiſtance for the Work from the Holy 
Ghoſt, one end of whoſe coming was, that he 
might * bring all Things to their Remembrance, 
whatſoever Feſus had ſaid unto them, and two of 
theſe, thus enabled, wrote two of the Goſpels, 
viz. Matthew and Jobn. As to Mark and Luke, 
if they were not two of the ſeventy Diſciples, as 
ſome affirm, they are expreſly mentioned in the 
New Teſtament as fellow Labourers with St. 
Paul, to whom the whole Goſpel had been im- 
mediately reyealed from Heaven. St. Peter alſo 
makes mention of Mark, and calls him his Son. 
90 that theſe latter Evangeliſts muſt certainly 
have had ſufficient Knowledge of the Subject 
they wrote upon, from thoſe, who naturally, or 
miraculouſly, or both ways were unqueſtionable 
Maſters of it. The Biſhop obſerves further, that 
agreeably to this the Antients repreſent that Mark 
committed thoſe Things to writing, which had 


* Joh, xiv. 26. 


been 
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© been related to him by Peter, and that Luke re- 
corded in a Book the Goſpel which Paul preach- 
ed. To which he adds from Euſebius, that St. 
Jobn the Apoſtle approved the three other Goſ- 
pels, and gave his Teſtimony to the Truth of 
them: That Copies of theſe Holy Goſpels were 
with great Zeal conveyed to remote Countries 
by the Succeſſors of the Apoſtles, and were read 
in the publick Aſſemblies, as the Foundation of 
Faith, without any Diſtinction in Point of Au- 
thority. | 
And thus ſtands the Evidence of the Truth of 


the Goſpel Hiſtory with regard to the exact Know- 
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| ledge the Writers had of their Subject, which 
ſhews that they were not impos'd upon them- 
ſelves. Now what ſays his Lordſhip's Adverſary 
to this plain State of the Argument? Does he 
deny that the Exiſtence of Jeſus and Choice of his 
Diſciples, and their conſtant Attendance upon him 
are inconteſtable Facts? Or does he pretend to 
fay, that Perſons in ſuch ſtrict Attendance upon 
Teſus could poſſibly want Knowledge of him and 
his Hiſtory? No, he fays neither, but runs off 
from the Queſtion, after having aſſured his 
Reader upon his own Word, that the Biſhop has 
Failed abſolutely in ſetting before us a clear View 9 
all the Evidences for the Goſpel Facts; though he 
knows, all the while, that his Lordſhip had hi- 
therto pretended to no more, than to ſhew that 
the Goſpel Hiſtory had this Mark of Truth, viz. 
that the Writers of it were well informed of the 
Subject they undertook, and had proved it from 
Facts hitherto never called in Queſtion. 


But 
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But though the Exiſtence of the Perſon of 


Jeſus has always been admitted by the Enemies 


of the Chriſtian Revelation as certain Fact, the 
Inquirer is willing at leaſt that it ſhould be ad- 
mitted no longer. To fling Doubts therefore in 
the Reader's Way, he obſerves, p. 13. What 
« Pagan Authors of his (Feſus's) own time wrote 


e of him cannot now be ſo perfectly known; but 
e may be pretty well guelſs'd at by the Primitive 
« Zealots deſtroying all their Writings, and mak- 
«* ing it their Merit ſo to do.” What the Wri- 
ters at and near our Lord's own time wrote of 
him is not our preſent Concern : That they did 
at all write of him as a really exiſting Perſon, 
which is fairly implied here, is enough for the 
Biſhop's Argument. 

We are further told, p. 14. That it is cer- 
« tain there is no mention of any ſuch Perſon as 
« Chriſt by Name, in any one profane Author, 
« whether Jew or Pagan, at or near Chriſt's 
« own time, as the Letter Writer without any 
« Ground is pleaſed to affirm :” For which Charge 
upon his Adverſary he refers to Paſtoral Letter, 
p.16. But when we come to examine the Let- 
ter itſelf, we find that no ſuch Thing is there 
affirmed, as that the Name of Chriſt occurs ei- 
ther in Jewiſh or Pagan Writer, at or near his 
own Time. His Lordſhip's Words are theſe. 
<« Several of the Facts related in the Goſpels re- 
* ceive Confirmation from the Teſtimony of 


ce other Hiſtorians, both Few:/h and Pagan, which 


« lived in or near the Time.“ We fee here no 


particular Facts ſpoken of; nor is it ſaid of the 


Goſpel Facts indefinitely, that they are mentioned 
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in other Hiſtorians, but only that they received 
Confirmation there. Notwithſtanding therefore 
this Writer's affected Sorrow, that no Name of 
2 Chriſt ſhould be found in the Writers, at or near 
2 our Saviour's time, he ſets out with the good Faith 
and Honeſty of an avowed Infidel, and calumni- 
2 ates boldly. But how does he prove this Point? 
Why firſt by repreſenting Tacitus, Suetonius and 
Pliny, who mention the Name of Chriſt, as not 
near his Time. As to Tacitus, ſays he, Sueto- 
ius and Pliny, Cotemporaries under Trajan, 
cc theſe all lived in the ſecond Century.” Anſwer. 
So they did in the firſt, Trajan's Reign commen- 
'cing Anno 98. But admitting that they wrote in 
'the ſecond Century, it was certainly very early 
therein, and not too far diſtant from the Days 
of Chriſt, to be termed near his Time. Further 
is be ſays of theſe three Writers, That they lived 
* at an immenſe Diſtance from Paleſtine, and 
could know nothing of the Goſpel Hiſtory, but 
Y „ from common Report.” This immenſe Di- 
5 ſtance was no more than 1600 Miles, between 
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73 Places too that maintained a perpetual Intercourſe. 
There was, in and after our Saviour's Time, a Ro- 
re 


man Governor and Garriſon conſtantly at Feru- 
alem; the former of which regularly tranſmit- 
ted the Affairs of his Government to the Empe- 
rors of Rome, and the latter were always ready 
C- to fatisfy the Enquiries of their Friends in the 
of fame Place. The three Hiſtorians therefore a- 
ch bovementioned might know ſomething of the 
_ Goſpel Hiſtory, without being beholden to com- 
he mon Report. Toall this the Inquirer adds, that 
ed what thoſe Writers ſay either of Chriſt or his 
1 C e Followers, 


(109 
« Followers, is ſo little for their Credit, that the 
« Letter-Writer had much better omitted all 
« mention of them.” Anſwer. What theſe Hif- 2 
torians ſay of Chriſt is not to the preſent Purpoſe. * 
They mention his Name, and they lived not long 
after his Times; and they had Opportunities of 
being informed, whether Chriſt was a really ex- 
iſting Perſon or not, which is ſufficient to the 
Biſhop's Purpoſe: And yet one of theſe the 
younger Pliny ſpeaks nothing to the Diſcredit of 
Chriſt, and much to the Honour of his Follow- 
ers *, And he had unqueſtionable Opportunities 
of knowing their true Characters, 

« What we have, ſays the Inquirer, beſides 
te theſe, are either known Forgeries, or they are 
« found only in the Chriſtian Prieſts or Fathers 
« who cite them as they pleaſe.” The known 
Forgeries here ſpoken of reſpe& the Teſtimonies 
of Toſephus among others. Of which the ut- 
moſt that can be faid is, that they have been ſuf- 
pected and cavil'd at by Criticks : But on the o- 
ther hand they have been learnedly and ſolidly 
defended by late Writers , whoſe Vindications 
remain #nanſwer'd, and, I verily think, unanfwer- 
able. They are in all the extant Manuſcripts of 
 Foſephus, and in every Edition of that Hiſtorian, 
and therefore are in themſelves valued Evidences 
for the Goſpel Hiſtory, till better Arguments are 
brought againſt them by Infidels, than confident 
Aſſertions that they are ſpurious and forged. As 


* Plin. Ep. 97. 2 

+ Huetius in his Demonſtratio Evangelica. Mr. Daubuz in a La- 
tin Tract written entirely on the Subject; and lateſt of all Mr. 
Martin in a French Diſſertation to this very Purpoſe, 1 
a for 
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+ for the Confeſſions of Celſus, Porphyry, and Ju- 
lian the Apoſtare, to the ſame effect, nothing but 
the wretched and defenceleſs Cauſe of Deiſm 


cCcould urge Men to reject them, merely becauſe 


they are found in the Chriſtian Prieſts and Fa- 
chers, under a pretence, which has no colour nor 
the leaſt ſupport from Fact, that thoſe Writers 


were wont to cite as they pleaſe. Whereas they 
- muſt have been worſe than mad to cite things 
that their Adverſaries never wrote, whilſt their 


F; 


Works were in ſo many Hands. As to what the 
Biſhop's Adverſary urges further, That it ap- 


« pears from thoſe Citations, how the Jes and 


« Gentiles denied Chriſt's divine Birth, Life, Mi- 


< racles, Reſurrection, &c.” it deſerves no regard, 
unleſs he had thought fit togive us the Particulars 


of thatdenial. Beſides, it is paſt diſpute that they 


admitted all that is requiſite to make good his 


Lordſhip's firſt aſſertion in the behalf of the 
Goſpel Hiſtory, viz. that the Authors of it had 
a perfect knowledge of the Life and Actions of 
of ſus Chriſt, and could not be deceived in it 
themſelves. And admitting that the Heathens of 
the ſecond, third and fourth Centuries, knew 
nothing of Jeſus, yet it is plain that the remains 
of the earlieſt Antichriſtian Writers, then in their 
Hands, ſupplied them with no Teſtimonies a- 
gainſt the Goſpel Facts; otherwiſe we may be 
ture they would have entered into the reality of 
thoſe Facts, and not have admitted them, as, it is 
plain, they did. 


Though our Lord confined his preaching and 


J 
» 


appearance to the limits of Paleſtine, yet the In- 
quirer will never be able to perſuade reaſonable 
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and unprejudiced Men that the Heathen-World 
could not, in the nature of things, poſlibly. know 
any thing of him, but from his own Followers. 
He muſt firſt convince. us, that there were no 
Gentiles then reſiding in Judæa or Calilee; no 
Reman Forces at Feruſalem ; no Governor to ſee 
or hear from unconverted Jews the mighty Works 
recorded, as done by him, where-ever he came. 
He muſt alſo make it appear, that Pilate gave 
no account to the then reigning Emperor of the 
remarkable Tranſactions under his Government, 
or that whilſt he conſtantly tranſmitted the or- 
dinary Occurrences of his time, he was utterly 
ſilent about the moſt wonderful Events that e- 
ver happened ſince the World began. Again; 
when ſoon after our Lord's time, the Heathen 
World heard of him from his Followers, was it 
impoſhble for them, by correſpondence with 
the Gentiles, reſiding at Feruſalem, or by the 
Proſelytes that yearly went from all Parts of 
the World to keep the great Feſtivals there, to 
know the truth of the Goſpel Facts, whilſt freſh 
in the memory of every one? For though our 


Saviour's Perſon was obſcure, his fame was uni- 


verſal throughout Paleſtine. 
Once more, admitting that the written Goſ- 
pels never came to light till Trajan or Adrian, 

and that the Chriſtians carefully preſerved thoſe 
Books from the Heathens till the third or fourth 
Century, of which more hereafter; yet the Hit- 
tory and Doctrines of our Lord, conformably to 


thoſe Goſpels, had been all along preached in 


open Aſſemblies, ſummed up in Apologies, and 


confeſſed by the Martyrs, So that the main f 
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our Lord's wonderful Hiſtory was never a ſecrer 
to the Heathen World, as our Author would 
have it. And therefore they might have de- 
tected any falſhood therein, as they certainly 
would have done, if any falſe things had been 
affirmed of him. For which reaſon their not 
refuting the Goſpel Facts is no inconſidera- 
ble Argument of the unanſwerable Truth of 


thoſe Facts. 


But here the Biſhop's Adverſary triumphs and 
ſays, p. 16. © That all che Writings both of Hea- 
« thens, Jews and primitive Chriſtians, which any 
« wayglancedat our preſent Chriſtianity havebeen 
« deſtroyed.” So that Arguments for the verity 


| of the Goſpel Facts from their ſilence are diſin- 
genuous. To which it may eaſily be replied, 
that no writing againſt Chriſtianity had been 


upp 
Fulian the Apoſtate, who all allow as much of 


reſſed in the Days of Celſus, Porphyry and 


the Goſpel Facts to be true, as is neceſſary to 


ſhew that Jeſus Chriſt really exiſted, and that the 


Writers of his Hiſtory had a ſufficient Knowledge 
of their Subject. We may therefore take it for 
granted, that no Heathen Authors, in or near 


our Saviour's time, had pretended to refute theſe 
Facts of the Goſpel by counter Teſtimony, ſince 
the Enemies to that Religion in the ſecond, third 
and fourth Century do not deny, but rather ad- 


mit and allow them, before any Writings of this 


| ſort had been deſtroyed. 


In a word, the Matters contained in the Goſ- 
pels, though not the Goſpels themſelves, were 
early known to the Heathen, whilſt Tradition 
concerning the Perſon of Fe/us was freſh among 

g both 


(een) 
both Jeus and Gentiles, reſiding in Paleſtine, For 
though the Inquirer affirms it to be certain, that 
the Gentiles had never any perſonal Knowledge 
of Jeſus at all, the contrary is moſt certain, both 
from the Goſpels themſelves, which relate his 
Arraignment before a Gentile Magiſtrate, ſur- 
rounded with Gentile Forces, and from Tacitus, 
who tells the ſame Fact. Since therefore the 
Heathen World knew what was ſaid of Teſus 
by his Followers, and had opportunities of re- 
futing- any thing falſly ſaid of him, and yet ne- 
ver did refute his Hiſtory, in whole or in part, 
the Truth and Faithfulneſs of that Hiſtory receives 
abundant confirmation from the ſilence of Hea- 
then Authors on that Head. 
The Reader is deſired to look back to p. 9. of 
Paſtoral Letter, where he will find that the Bi- 
ſhop, ſpeaking of our Lord's Apoſtles in general 
as well qualified to bear witneſs of the things that 
were done and ſpoken by him, ſays, And what 
« we find particularly declared by one might 
« truly be ſaid by all of them whenever they 
« preached. That which we have heard, which 
cc We have ſeen with our Eyes, which we have 
« looked upon and our Hands have handled, 
« declare we unto you. The things they re- 
* corded as ſaid and done by Chriſt, they heard 
« from his own Mouth, and ſaw with their own 
« Eyes, and did not deliver them upon the re- 
* port of others.” But his Lordſhip did not 
mean, that the Apoſtles in their Preachings (of 
which alone and not of their Writings he is here 
to be underſtood) declared or delivered nothing 
as ſaid or done by Chriſt, to which they were 
bo + 0, not 


(15) 
not each of them Ear and Eye- witneſſes; but 
that they were generally preſent at the Doctrine 
and Actions declared by them, not delivering 
them wholly upon report from others. But his 
Adverſary, reſolving to miſtake and ro miſre- 
- preſent him, changes the Biſhop's Words, and 
makes him ſay, © What we find particularly de- 
e clared by one might be truly ſaid by all of 
them. That they declared only what they 
had heard, what they had ſeen with their own 
Eyes, and their Hands had handled.” p. 17. and 
again, p. 20. that the Apoſtles recorded nothing 
but what they ſaw with their own Eyes, nothing 
upon the report of others. After which he 
warmly oppoſes the Caſe of St. Matthew, and 
the many Inſtances of Paſſages recorded by him 
in his Goſpel, which he neither heard nor ſaw, 
and therefore muſt have received from the re- 
port of others. A Point the Biſhop is no way 
concerned to diſpute with the Inquirer, having 
never maintained the contrary. Sufficient it is 
for his purpoſe, that in every Particular of this 
kind, Matthew had ſufficient opportunities of 
true Information, either from our Lord himſelf 
or from his fellow Apoſtles. That Jeſus or his 
Followers did actually inform Matthew of theſe 
Particulars, it is not incumbent on the Biſhop to 
make good, as his Adverſary inſinuates, p. 19. 
Ic is enough for his Argument, that Matthew ei- 
ther ſaw and heard all that he relates with his own 
Senſes, or might be informed of it from thoſe 
that did. For from thence it ſtill follows, that 
Matthew had a ſufficient Knowledge of his Sub- 
ject, or at leaſt Opportunities of knowing it, and 
5 | . Conſequently 


16 


conſequently could not be impoſed upon himſelf 


in the Hiſtory delivered by him. But remark- 
able is the Reaſon aſſigned by our Author, why 
Feſus ſhould not be thought to have informed 
Matthew of thoſe Particulars in his Goſpel, which 
himſelf had neither ſeen nor heard, viz. © Be- 
te cauſe the humble Jeſus ſeems plainly to have had 
c no defign, either that the Apoſtles or any one 
« elſe ſhould record any thing of his Life and Ac- 
« tions.” For ſuppoſing this to be true in the ſenſe 
of recording in Books or Writings, moſt certainly 
it was the humble Jeſus's deſign that his A- 
poſtles ſhould preach his Life and Actions. This 
appears from many Paſſages in our preſent Goſ- 
pels, particularly Matih. xxiv. 14. xxvi. 13. Mark 
xvi. 15. But how ſhould Fe/us's Apoſtles preach 
the Goſpel effectually, unleſs Jeſus took care to 
inform them of what befel him before they were 
called, or during their abſence, after their voca- 
tion. And provided the Authors of the Goſpel 
had but a right Knowledge of the Subject they 
wrote on, 'tis the ſame thing to the Biſhop's Ar- 
gument, whether their own Senſes or their Maſ- 
ter informed them of it. 
Next our Author proceeds to St. John's Gol- 
pel, of which he ſays firſt that all know his 
Goſpel was very near his own time aſcribed to 
another Perſon. And indeed we all know, that 
the Alogi, mentioned by Epiphanius, Her. 51. 
were abſurd enough to aſcribe his Goſpel to 
Cerinthus, though plainly and principally levelled 
againſt Cerinthianiſin; but that theſe Alogi lived 
very near St. John's time, no Man, at all conver- 
fant in Antiquity, will pretend to ſay. Learned 
| Men 
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: Men x nil place theſe Hereticks in the end 


Hof the ſecond or elſe the beginning of the third 
Century, i. e. a full Age later than St. Fohr's 
d time. Secondly, He aſſures us, that the Proeme 
1 of St. John's Goſpel has been thought by ſome 
co be a mere (Platonick) interpolation or addition 
do the original Goſpel. But ſince that Proeme is 
found in all Copies and Verſions, the genuineneſs 
4 of it can on no juſt pretence be now contro- 
A verted. 
y He is very angry with the Writer of the Paſ- 
* foral Letter, p. 20, 21. for mentioning the Tra- 
* dition of ſome Antients, that Mark and Luke 
- «were two of the LXX Diſciples, and thinks, that 
k he durſt not name thoſe Antients, becauſe he 
h knew he had none to name before the third Cen- 
O rtury, whoſe Tradition is of no Conſequence. 
© Burt any one who conlults Paſtoral Letter, p. 11. 
may ſee the Reaſon of the Biſhop's not naming 


cl his Authorities for that Tradition to be, that he 


laid little or no Streſs upon it, only mentions the 
— thing by the way. And yet chat the Tradition 
— of the third Century is of no Conſequence, is 
p an aſſertion that comes very ill from a Writer, 
1 


who will appear anon to build mighty Matters 
us upon a Hiſtory that never came to light till the 
o fourth Century. Further, I muſt beg leave to 
at diſſent from our Author when he affirms, that 
il. Papias, Biſhop of Hierapolis, was the moſt an- 
to tient of all che Fathers. For 'tis notorious that 
xd Clemens Romanus, Hermas, Ignatius and Polycarp, 
ed are all older than he. The truth 13, he wanted 
T- to have the greateſt poſſible Diſtance of Time 
ed between Papias and the third Century; and in 
vil D ſuch 
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ſuch Caſes, right or wrong, the Advocates for In- 
fidelity will affirm whatever the preſent Exigency 
requires. 

The Biſhop is concerned to prove that Mark 
and Luke, as well as Matthew and John, had a 
Knowledge of their Subject ; and in order thereto, 
having juſt mentioned the Tradition of the An- 
tients, that makes them to have been two of the 
LXX Diſciples, on which his Lordſhip builds fo 
little, that he does not urge or apply it to the 
Point in view; he chiefly inſiſts upon the men- 


tion we find in Scripture, that Mark and Luke 


were Fellow-labourers with St. Paul, and that 
St. Peter calls Mark his Son. The direct Con- 
ſequence of which is, nor as the Inquirer miſre- 
preſents it, that they compoſed by immediate In- 
ſpiration, bur that they had ſufficient Information 
concerning the Subject of their Hiſtory, if not 
from their own Senſes, however from the preach- 
ing of thoſe that were Eye and Ear-witneſles to 
the Facts and Sayings therein related. Bur the 
Inquirer ſays, p. 21, 22. © that the Names of 
« Mark and Luke were ordinary Names, and that 
<« 1t(till remains a Queſtion, whether the Authors 
« of theſe Goſpels were the identical Perſons men- 
« tioned by St. Paul and St. Peter.” As to the latter 
of theſe, St. Luke, he is plainly the ſame Perſon 
with the Author of the As, who in the greateſt 
Part of that Hiſtory, ſpeaks of himſelf as a 
Companion of St. Paul's in his Preachings and 
Travels; ſo that of him there can remain no 
doubt. Beſides, the Biſhop had obviated this 
entire Objection, (Paſtoral Letter, p. 12.) by Teſ- 
timonies from early Antiquity, which unani- 

moully 


ing, That he wrote what he received 


thoſe who from the beginning were Eye-witneſjes of 


But here Anonymus was certainly miſtaken, 


C. 24. that 


( 19 ) 


mouſly declares that the Evangeliſts Mark and 
"* Luke were the very Perſons mentioned in the 
ſacred Writings, as the Attendants on the two 
above mentioned Apoſtles. To the Teſtimony of 
the Antients, that Luke compoſed his Goſpel out 
of the Preachings of St. Paul, the Author of the 
: Diſſertation, p. 22. in a Note at the bottom, 


oppoſes from Anonymus, St. Luke's own ſay- 
from 


the Word: which cannot be underſtood of Paul. 


For 
Luke does not ſay, that he compiled his Goſpel 


from the Information of thoſe who had been 


Eye-witneſſes from the beginning. It is of thoſe 
who had wrote before him, that he affirms this. 
As to his own particular, he pretends to no more 
than an exact Information in general which may 
relate to St. Paul, as well as to any other. And 
his Lordſhip further confirms the Verity of their 
Goſpels from the Teſtimony of Euſebius, l. 3. 
Fohn the Apoſtle ſaw and approved 
theirs as well as St. Matthew's Goſpel. And what 
has his Adverſary to oppoſe to all this Evidence, 


that the four Bvangeliſts had a Knowledge of the 


Subject on which they wrote, and were not im- 
der upon themſelves? Why, even nothing. 

very appearance of Things and every Teſtimo- 
ny is againſt him. All he does therefore is to 
= on a bold Face, to bear us down that the 

ſhop miſtook his Buſineſs, that we are at no 
certainty ; that his Lordſhip concludes this Head 


with too much aſſurance ; though nothing can 


be more modeſt than his Exprefſion, vis. © thus 
| D 2 ** ſtands 
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ce ſtands the Evidence of the Truth of the Goſpel 
« Hiſtory, with regard to the exact Knowledge the 
« Writers had of their Subject.“ He leaves it to 
the Reader to determine how valid the Evidence 
was, and only lays it before him for his Judgment 
thereon. Laſtly, he falſly charges the Biſhop 
with changing his Note, p. 23. © One while 
« he would have it believed Mark and Luke 
ce were the Diſciples of Jeſus; but now he is 
« content if you will but admit them to be 
the Pediſegui of Peter and Paul.” And what 
1s there in this Conduct, but what is common to 
all Writers? He would be wanting to his Cauſe, 
who when differing Traditions equally ſerve it, 
ſhould conceal that Advantage from his Readers, 
Beſides, I have ſhewn already, that the Biſhop, 
by the flight mention he makes of the former 
Opinion, plainly ſhews that he was far from be- 
ing deſirous to have it believed. 

After his Lordſhip had proved the Truth of 
the Goſpel Hiſtory from the knowledge the Wri- 
ters thereof had of their Subject, he next con- 
firms it, by ſhewing, that as the Evangeliſts were 
not impoſed upon themſelves, ſo their Characters 
were ſo good, as to ſet them above all ſuſpicion 
of deſigning to impoſe upon others. They 
ce were not artful or deſigning Men, but on the 
* other hand were reproached by the Enemies of 
« Chriſtianity for being rude and mean, ſimple 
« and illiterate. That they had no worldly Views 
e in propagating the Goſpel, but on the other 
« hand Perſecution, Affliction and Reproach, 
« were almoſt the conſtant Attendants of the Pro- 
% pagators of it.” In anſwer therefore to theſe 
rational 
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el rational and pertinent Suggeſtions, one might juſt- 
* i ly expect from the Biſhop's Adverſary, either a 
to denial of theſe Facts or of the Conſequences 
drawn from them. But being able to do neither 
of theſe, he betakes himſelf to his old Arts, and 
5Þ leads off his Reader to another Queſtion, He 
le thinks the Letter-Writer, and moſt other Divines, 
e are in the wrong, whilſt they affect to acknow- 
is ledge the Rudeneſs and Meanneſs of the firſt Pro- 
be pagators of Chriſtianity, and, to make them the 
at more unqueſtionably in the wrong, he carries 
to their Conceſſions ſo far, as to make them aſperſe 
ſe, the Founders of Religion, and fix to their Perſons 
it, the baſe Characters of Fools and Beggars. To 
rs. which we readily anſwer, that though we ac- 
Pp, knowledge the firſt Preachers of Chriſtianity to 
der have been generally poor and illiterate, yet we 
de- are far from yielding or eſteeming them to have 
been Fools or Beggars. They were honeſt and 

of induſtrious Men, without Education or Craft, as 
ri- Men bred to the low Profeſſions of Life gene- 
n- rally are, and the Infidels are welcome to make 
ere the moſt of this Conceſſion. But we ſhall never 
ers quit the viſible Advantage redounding to the 
on Truth of the Goſpel Hiſtory from its Authors 
1ey being plain and undeſigning Men. And if the 
the ſtrongeſt Objection to the Alcoran had been the 
of illiterate Condition of its Author, Chriſtians of 
ple all others ſhould have been aſhamed to urge any 
ws thing fo weak in itſelf, and fo liable to be re- 
her torted on their own ſacred Writings. But I know 
ch, of no Chriſtian Authors that have objected, as 
ro- our Author repreſents them ; and as he names 
eſe none, tis to be hoped that it may paſs for ano- 


ther 


* 
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ther Inſtance of his readineſs to affirm ariy thing 
upon emergent Occaſions. 

Secondly, Being not able to deny that the 
Apoſtles propagated Chriſtianity without worldly 
Views, he falls upon the Author of the Paſtoral 
Letter, for putting it upon a wrong Proof. To 
« be conſtantly perſecuted and reproached, may, 
« he thinks, and frequently does attend a -/ too 
© eager purſuit after the World, never a Con- 
« tempt of it, p. 24, 25. But do the too eager 
Purſuers after the World uſe to perſiſt in thoſe 
very Courſes which have been conſtantly attend- 
ed with Shame and Puniſhment, and from which 
it is natural and reaſonable to expe& no better 
Treatment, which was the Caſe of the Apoſtles ? 
And can any thing but the moſt abſolute Con- 
tempt of the World induce Men to perſiſt in 
Methods conſtantly attended by Per/ecution and 
Calumny ? 

Our Author ferther charges his Adverſary 
with not knowing that the Apoſtles were actually 
reproached and perſecuted : By which, I ſuppoſe, 
he means, that the Biſhop was not an Eye-wit- 
neſs to ſuch Proceedings. Otherwiſe the Evi- 
dence of this 1s as plain as for any other Fact 
equally diſtant in Time. Grave Hiſtories report 
the thing; and no one Writer in or near thoſe - 
Times contradicts it. He adds, p. 25. that it 
e ſeems to him an ugly Reflection upon the Man- 
ners of the Apoſtles, and the Doctrines they pub- 
« liſhed, to ſay, they were perſecuted and re- 
% proached. For, as St. Peter ſays, if they were 
8 Jones of that which was good, who could harm 
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g But does this Writer in earneſt think, that 
all who are perſecuted and reproached deſerve 
it on account either of their Doctrine or Man- 
ners? Or is this Plea intended to reflect on St. 
Peter, as aſſerting a Thing contrary to frequent 
Experience: If the former, what ſhall we ſay 


of Socrates, and other wiſe and good Men, who 


have. undergone Sufferings and Defamations, with- 


out any Reflection upon their Manners or their 
Doctrine? Again, what ſhall we ſay of the Chriſ- 


tians, when perſecuted by Trajan. Does not 


Pliny, his Proconſul, own of thoſe under his Go- 
vernment, that they were both perſecuted and 
reproached; on whoſe Manners nevertheleſs he 


makes no Reflection, but owns them to be in- 


nocent and virtuous People? But probably this 


Suſpicion about the Manners and Doctrines of 
the Apoſtles, from their being perſecuted and 
defamed, is only Argumentum ad Hominem. If 
the Advocates for Chriſtianity inſiſt upon the 
Sufferings, without giving up the Innocence of 
the Apoſtles, a Reflection will fall upon an in- 
ſpired Writer, who, our Author thinks, has 
maintained the thing to be impoſſible. If, on the 
other hand, St. Peter be allowed to have ſpoken 
Truth, the Character of the Apoſtles ſuffers, and 


With it the Biſhop's Argument to prove the Goſ- 


pels written by them to be a true Hiſtory, But 


plain it is, that St. Peter did not mean, in the 
Words quoted, to deny the abſolute poſſibility of 
Innocence being at any time unſafe ; only that 
in the ordinary Condition of things Matters 


ſtand thus. For in the very next Verſe he ſup- 
poſes it poſſible that Men may ſuffer for Righ- 
* | | teouſneſs 
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Lot it is ſo to ſuffer. 


- Thus it appears that the Right Reverend Au- ; 
thor of the Paſtoral Letter has made good his 


two Points with relation to the Truth of the 
Goſpel Hiſtory. He has made it appear thar 
the ſuppoſed Writers thereof had a ſufficient 
Knowledge of their Subject, and that their Cha- 
racers, in Point of Integrity, are unqueſtion- 
able. From whence it follows that they could 
neither be imposd upon themſelves, nor had Incli- 
nation or De to impoſẽ upon others. The 
Conſequence of which is, that the four Goſpels 
contain a faithful and true Account of the Birth, 
Life, Death, Reſurrection and Aſcenſion of Jeſus 
Chriſt. If any thing is wanting to make good 
this Pofition, it is that the reputed Authors of 
the four Goſpels really wrote the Books that go 
under their reſpective Names. A Point not con- 
troverted by the Biſhop's Adverſary ; but with 
reſpect to the firſt of the four Goſpels, that of 
St. Matthew. 


But then this Gentleman not daring to put that 


Queſtion to a fair Iſſue, confounds two Things 
very diſtin in themſelves, viz. the Genuzneneſs 
and the Canonical or Divine Authority of theſe 
Books. If it appears, that the Perſons whoſe 
Names they bear, were their real Authors, the 
Divine Authority of thoſe Writings is a neceſſary 
Corollary thereto. For we know that the four 
reputed Evangeliſts were either inſpired them- 
ſelves, or at leaſt were the Companions of thoſe 
that were inſpired. Since therefore the Queſtion 


four 


: 


teouſneſs ſake, and pronounces them happy whoſe - 


yy 
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at preſent is, who were the real Authors of the 


four Goſpels, and 
vhat the Authority of thoſe Books are, the In- 
3 quirer propoſes an incompetent Standard of Judg- 
ment, 


« 
1 
3 
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(25) 
not properly or immediately, 


p. 26. when he blames us for not attend- 
ing to the Propriety and Excellency of the Subject 


Matter of thoſe Books, and to the evident Marks 


4 4 
= 
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and Signs they themſelves afford of their own Di- 


vinity. For ſuch Conſiderations are no further 
pertinent to the preſent Queſtion, than as they 


help to diſcover the true Authors of the ſaid 
| Goſpels. 


Now in all ſuch Diſputes, good Senſe 


and the Reaſon of Things require that we de- 
termine our Aſſent from the moſt prevailing Tra- 


dition of the Times next following thoſe Books, 
that are the Subjects of our Enquiry, eſpecially 
where the Pieces themſelves contain no internal 
Teſtimony concerning their reſpective Authors. 
But the Author of the Diſſertation before us, 


who admits this Rule to be a reaſonable one in 


judging of profane Books and Authors, loudly 
proteſts againſt the Uſe of it in ſacred ones. He 
tells us, p. 26. That the Infidels will object to 
the Teſtimony of the Fathers as Party Bigots 
& every Man of them, and as they conceive, Mo- 
& dellers of that Religion they are brought to 
& vindicate.” But this is both an unreaſonable 
Objection in itſelf, and foreign to the preſent 
Concern. For we do not, in the Point under 


Debate, appeal to the Fathers for the Truth of 
Opinions in Religion, but for a Matter of Fact, 
vg. who in their ſeveral Ages were reputed the 
Authors of the four Goſpels. Of this the Bi- 
{ſhop's Adverſary ſeems conſcious, and therefore 
—_ more to the Purpoſe, if what he ſays be 
| | true, 


FE. 


(26) 


true, when he tells us in the ſame Page; © That 


all know who are ever ſo little acquainted wit 


&© their Writings, that they are not to be credited 
c in the Relation ſcarce of any one ſingle Matter 
« of Fact, for the many Negligences, Imperti- 
« nences and Falſhoods, that are found in them; 
e eat up too as they were with the groſſeſt Su- 
« perſtitions, and carried away with every Notion 2 
* which coincided with thoſe Superſtitions.” Of the T 
Fathers he further affirms, that the major Part of 7 
them, if they were now alive, would for their Here- 
« ſies, their Knavery and inexcuſable Ignorance and 
“ Credulity, be the Shame and Blot of their own 

ce Profeſſion.” We are not ſurpriſed to hear 
ſuch heavy, and at the ſame time unſupported 

Charges againſt the antient Writers of the Chri- 
ſtian Church from Infidel Authors. We have 
been long uſed to their haranguing on Subjects 
that they underſtand nothing of, and have ob- 
ſerved, that they are at fuch times under the ſole 
Direction of Prejudice. It is in vain therefore to 
go about undeceiving thoſe, who in a great Mea- 
ſure know better things already, and give Cha- 
racters without any regard to Truth and Pro- 
priety, but merely to ſerve a preſent Turn. But 
to the reſt of the World, we defire to obſerve, 
that had the Primitive Fathers of the Chriſtian 
Church been fuch deplorable Wretches, as they are 
here repreſented, it had been impoſſible for Re- 
ligion, under ſuch Direction, to make its Way in 
the World, over all the Power, Wiſdom and 
Learning that appeared in the behalf of Paga- 
a'ſm. Without entring therefore on the parti- 
cular Defence of thoſe antient Sages, the ſingle 


and 


neſty. 
| ng in itſelf, muſt have ſunk under the Infamy 
of ſuch Advocates as our Author deſcribes the 
Fathers to have been, and Perſecutions had been 
needleſs Engines to ſuppreſs a Religion recom- 


1 (27) 
and indiſputable Fact of the Goſpel's ſpeedy Pro- 


pagation confutes the Charge brought againſt the 
Fathers, and ſhews that they muſt at leaſt have 


been Perſons of Truth and Reputation for Ho- 
The Cauſe of Chriſtianity, how good ſo- 


mended by none but Knaves and Fools. In ſhort, 
the Invectives againſt the Primitive Writers are 
ſo void of Truth and even Probability, that no- 
thing can match them, but that other Infidel 
Conceit, that theſe Fathers were the Modellers of 


the Chriſtian Religion: For it is well known that, 


before the End of the firſt Century, the Goſpel 
had ſpread itſelf over the greateſt Part of the 
known habitable World, and that the Biſhops or 
Fathers of the Church thus widely diſperſed, if 
inclined to model Religion, had no Opportunities 
for jointly carrying on ſuch a Fraud. Beſides, is 
It at allcredible, that Men ſhould die rather than 
renounce a Religion of their own modelling ? 
that Men ſhould defy the moſt terrible Inflicti- 
ons in Defence of a known Utopran Syſtem ? He 
that can believe this muſt be a greater Bigot for 
Infidelity than ever yet appeared for the Cauſe of 
Revelation: He mult be altogether eaten up with 
Deiſtical Prejudices, and carried away with every 
Notion, how ridiculous ſoever that coincides with 
thoſe Prejudices. 

Till therefore the Infidels can produce better 
Reaſons for rejecting the Teſtimonies of the Fa- 


thers to ſacred Books and Authors, than general 
1 E 2 


1 mputations 


1 
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Imputations of Knavery and Falſhood, which, 
without ſpecial Proof, are never in any Caſe ad- 
mitted to ſet Evidence aſide, the Depoſitions of 


thoſe venerable Writers will always weigh with f 


ſober and impartial Men for the Genuineneſs of 
the Goſpels. 

And now at length, p. 27. our Author 2 | 
ceeds to the main Purpoſe of his Book, viz 
ſhew what Hereticks and Antiſcripturiſts — 
rally urge againſt the Authority of St. Matthew's 
Goſpel. But this he performs at ſo looſe and 
unmethodical a Rate, that my Reader would be 
bewilder'd in a cloſe Attendance upon him. For 
the ſake therefore of the Truth and of Perſpi- 
cuiry, I ſhall. chooſe rather to reduce his Objec- 
tions under certain Heads, which will be found 
to take in every thing advanced by him, and an- 
{wer each of them in their proper Order. 

All the Objections therefore againſt the Autho- 
rity of St. Matthew's Goſpel, which lye ſcattered 
in the Diſſertation before us, tend to prove, either 
that this Apoſtle was not the Author thereof, or 
that St. Matthew was not qualified to be a faith- 
ful Hiſtorian 1a the Caſe, or that this Goſpel, by 
whomſoever written, has not been faithfully tranſ- 
mitted to us. 

The Objections againſt St. Matthew the Apo- 
ſtle's being Author of the Goſpel which goes by 
his Name, are of two ſorts. Some proceed up- 
on the Defect of che external Evidence for that 


Fact, others upon ſuppoſed internal Evidence 
againdt i It, 


Objections 


( 29) 


Z Objections againſt Matthew's being Author of 
the Goſpel which goes under his Name from 
Defects in the external Evidence for that Fact, 
anſwered. 
Objection the firſt urged, Diſſert. p. 28, 29. 
The Title of this Book, the Goſpel according 
to St. Matthew, doth not denote that it was pen- 
ned by the Apoſtle's own Hand, but rather by 
: ſome other Perſon from his Mouth or Teaching. 
This, as moſt think, is the true Import of the 
'Greek Title. If the Meaning of it had been that 
Matthew was himſelf the Writer of that Goſpel, 
the Title would have been, the Goſpel wrote or 
compoſed, by Matthew the Apoſtle, in the ſame 
diſtin manner as the Epiſtles are intitled. The 
Titles were affixed to the Goſpels not by the 
Writers themſelves, but by others long after, who 
might ſet the Titles on Purpoſe to deceive, as 
many did in the early Days of Chriſtianity, 
* Anſwer. The preciſe Antiquity of the Titles 
to St. Matthew's and the other Goſpels cannot 
well be determined. But they are certainly very 
ancient; probably as ancient as the firſt Collec- 
tion of the Goſpels, which is ſuppoſed to have 
been made in the beginning of the ſecond Cen- 
tury. Moſt certainly they were uſed long before 
the End of that Age, as appears from the Writ- 
ings of Irenæus and Clemens Alexandrinus, wherein 
the Goſpels are ſpoken of according to the Titles 
now prefixed to them. It is further evident from 
the ſaid early Fathers, that theſe Titles were un- 
derſtood to denote that the Goſpels were pen'd 
: by thoſe reſpective Apoſtles and Evangeliſts. For 


they 


(30) 
they both aſcribe them to Matthew, Mart, Luke 


and John, as their direct and immediate Authors. 
It is therefore a great Miſtake in the Objector to 
ſay that the Title of the Goſpel according to 
Matthew, according to Mark, &c. does by no 
Conſtruction imply that they were themſelves 
the Writers. For beſides that Jrenæus and Cle- 
mens Alexandrinus underſtood the Greek Titles in 

that Senſe, nothing was more common among the 
ancient Eccleſiaſtical Writers, than to uſe x or 
fecundum inſtead of the Genitive Caſe. Thus Epi- 
pbanius Her. 29. N. 7. calls the Hereſy of the 
N. azarenes thu vata Nac ge dige. St. Am- © 
hroſe comes up directly to our Point in his 
Proeme to St. Luke's Goſpel. Auſus eft etiam 
' Bafilides ſcribere quod eft ſecundum Baſilidem. So - 
that che Goſpel written by Baſilides, and the Goſ- 
pel according to Bafilides were equipollent Ex- 
preſſions. Nor are we deſtitute of profane Au- 
thorities for this kind of Conſtruction. For In- 
ſtance, Plato Pol. l. 1. calls the Pleaſures of the 
Body rab zara Mee io. Laſtly, all the Ori- 
ental Verſions, and particularly the Syriach, in 
the Judgment of maſt learned Men, as early as 
the tormer part of the ſecond Century, render the 
Greek Titles of the Goſpels genitively, knowing 
no Difference between 'Evay/ſtao d Marlaicy 
and 'Eve yay Marais, There is nothing there- 
fore equivocal in theſe ancient Greet Titles, but 
they ſtrongly indicate the Authors Names, and 
expreſly declare them. In ſhort, the great An- 
riquity of theſe Titles is a ſtrong Proof that they 
were not aflixed by Gueſs, but according to the 
fame undoubted Tradition, which enabled the 4 
N | Church 


are we certain that any 
bore the Name of the Goſpel according to the 
"Hebrews. 


; 4 


* 


Church to reject all other Goſpels, as not vrit- 
ten by the inſpired Perſons whoſe Names they 
bore. 


Objection the ſecond urged, Diſſert. p. 31. 
The Goſpel according to St. Matthero, as it is 


now called, bore many other different Titles and 
Names in the firſt Age of Chriſtianity ; being 
: preſumed to be the ſame with that formerly in- 
titled according to the Hebrews. 
it is the ſame with that which was ſomewhere 
aſcribed to the twelve Apoſtles; at other times to 
ſome particular Apoſtle, as to Bartholomew, to 
James, to Peter, and laſt of all to Matthew. At 
other times it has been imputed to fingle Here- 


Divines agree 


ticks, ſuch as Cerinthus, Tatian, &c. And again 


to whole Secs, ſuch as the Nazarenes, the Eboi- 


nites, the Encratites, and the like. All which dif- 
ferent Denominations ſufficiently evince that the 
Ancients were utterly at a Loſs to whom to aſ- 
Tribe this Goſpel. 

* Anſwer. For the Truth of the various Mat- 
ters contained in this Objection, we have nor fo 
much as a ſingle Voucher: Only the Diſſertation 
Writer gives it all upon his own Word. And 
How lictle Reaſon we have to rely on that, will 


fully appear, when we have gone through with 
the Objection. 


* Firſt then Dr. Mill, Proleg. Ne 38. & ſeg. not 
only affirms, but demonſtrates, that the Goſpel 


antitled according to the Hebrews, was different 
from the Goſpel according to St. Matthew. Nor 
Goſpel in the firſt Age 


For the oldeſt Writer that mentions 
ſuch 


( 32 ) 
fuch a Goſpel is Hege/ippus, who wrote not till 
the Year 170. It does not therefore appear that 


the Goſpel of St. Matthew ever bore the Title of i 


the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, much leſs 


that it was ever ſo called in the very firſt Age of 


Chriſtianity. 


Secondly, The very firſt Time we hear of ; 


ſuch a Goſpel as that according to the twelve Apo- 


files, is from Origen, who flouriſhed towards the 
middle of the third Century. Granting therefore w» 
that it was the ſame with the Goſpel according 
to the Hebrews, and that again the ſame with the x 


Goſpel according to St. Matthew, it doth not ap- 


pear that this latter was ever called the Goſpel # 


according to the twelve Apoſtles in the firſt Cen- 


tury. 


of ſome Moderns. And ſo far is it from being 
certain that it was fo aſcribed in the Apoſtolical 
Age, that no mention is made of Bartholomew's 
Goſpel till Ferom's Days. 

Fourthly, I know no manner of Grounds for 
faying that the Goſpel of Matthew ever bore the 
Name of James, unleſs it be that the Author of 
the Synopfis of Scripture among the Works of 
Athanaſius, aſcribes the Greek Verſion of that Goſ- 
pel to him, which is quite foreign to the Purpoſe 
of the Objection before us. | 

Fifthly, I am perfectly wt a Loſs for a Reaſon, 
why the Author of the Diſſertation affirms that 
Matthew's Goſpel was aſcribed to Peter. A for- 
ged Goſpel there certainly was under his Name, 


Thirdly, That the Goſpel of St. Matthew was 


ever aſcribed to Bartholomew is a mere Conjecture - 


but 


A. AM" a MM 0.4 


(33). 


G t it never, that I can learn, went undet the 


at Name of any other Apoſtle. | 
of F Sixthly, The learned Mr. Jones in his new 
els Meth. 9 ſettl. Canon. Authority of the New T. _ 
of nent, Part 1. p. 221. conjectures, that Cerinthus's 


Goſpel was the ſame with the Ebionite or cor- 
_ Goſpel of St. Matthew, and in Hebrerw. 
po- And upon this ſlender Foundation our Author 
he wentures to affirm that the Goſpel of St. Matthew 
"Tre awvas in the firſt Age aſcribed to Cerinthus. - 
ng 5. The Diſſertation Writer had ſomewhere 
he gead that Tatian compos d a Harmony of the four 
p teceived Goſpels, calling it evayytAy dic Trordpmy; 
and that ſome called this Medley the Goſpel of 
the Hebrews. And hereupon he ſets him down 
as one to whom the Goſpel of St. Matthew was 
vas Imputed in the firſt Age; forgetting, or elſe not 
ie knowing, that Tatian did not flouriſh till 
ng Anno 172. . — 
cal 8, The Nazarenes were a Sect of Chriſtians 
not expreſly named by any Eccleſiaſtical Writers 
all the latter End of the fourth Century. It 
for Would be ſtrange therefore if they could be deem- 
ed Authors of St. Matthew's Goſpel in the firſt 
of Age of Chriſtianity; when probably no ſuch 
of Name ſubſiſted. 
oſ- 9 lt has been thought that the Ebronztes, as 
oſe well as the Nazarenes, corrupted the Hebrew 
Goſpel of St. Matthew. And on this ſole Bot- 
on, tom they are fer down as reputed Authors 
nat Of it. | 
or- 10. The Encratites were the Followers of 
ne, Tatian abovementioned, and ought not to be 
but Conſidered diſtinct from him. | 


| 
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Upon the whole, the Objector has not proved 4 


by any one Inſtance that the Goſpel of St. Mat- 
xs bore any different Title in the firſt Age of 
Chriſtianity from what it does at preſent. 
Objection the third, p. 45, 46. 
That Jrenæus who lived a hundred Years after 
St. Matthew's Goſpel was publiſhed, is the firſt 


Eccleſiaſtical Writer now extant, who cites that 


Apoſtle as Author of it——That his Teſtimony 
is founded on the Tradition he received from 
Papias, whoſe Scholar he was. A Man, fays 
Euſebius, of weak Judgment, a fabulous Author, 
and one who led many into Error, and particu- 
larly his Pupil Jrenæus. Upon this Fool and 
Knave both (according to Euſebius) does the 
whole Tradition of Matthew's being the Author 
of the Goſpel we now make uſe of, depend, 
For as Jrenæus had it from old Papias, fo Euſe- 
bius plainly took it from them both, notwith- 
ſtanding his bad Opinion of the Men. And to 
theſe all the following Church Writers venture 
to ſubſcribe, without any Diſquiſition into the 
Fact; particularly that the Letter-Writer paſſes 
it over without offering to furniſh the World 
with ſome more material Evidence. 

Anſwer, Though it ſeems not to have been 
the Cuſtom of Church Writers till the Days of 
Irenæus, to cite St, Matthew's, or any other Goſ 
pel by Name, yet they were cited without Names 
all along from their Publication, and St. Mat- 


thew's Title to the Goſpel called his, is corrobo- 


rated by Hiſtory within leſs than fifty Years af- 
ter it came abroad. For Paptas, who flouriſhed, 
according to Cave, Anno 110, and who had con- 


verſed 


( 35 ) 


5 erſed with Apoſtolical Men, expreſly aſcribes the 


oſpel in Diſpute to Matthew. For which ſee 


f uſeb. H. E. I. 3.c. 29. What Euſebius ſays of 


Papias no way detracts from his Credit, as a 


xelator of Matters of Fact. He does not charge 


him with miſreporting any thing; only with tak- 


ing ſome myſtical Expreſſions of the Apoſtles in 
a literal Senſe, and delivering them as ſuch. It 


is with reſpect to theſe that Euſebius ſays he was 
pee opurpes Te v, a Man of little Diſcern- 
ment; a Character that may affect che Doctrines 
delivered by him, but is no Diſparagement to 
the plain Facts he relates. Nor does that Hiſto- 
tian repreſent him as a fabulous Author, i. e. as 
a Man who put off his own Inventions for Truth. 


He only tells us that © Papias delivered as com- 


© ing to him from unwritten Tradition ſome 
* new Parables and Teachings of our Lord, 
% Twa d wvHixwrtes, and ſome other things 
* that have the Appearance of Fables. But 
that he did not hereby charge Papias with any 
falſe hiſtorical Facts, but only with delivering 
myſtical Doctrines as literal Truth, is plain from 
what immediately follows. © Among other 
things (ſays he) he tells us of a Millennium that 
is to commence after the Reſurrection from 
the Dead, at which time the Kingdom of 
& Chriſt is to be erected upon this Earth in a 
„ bodily, 1. e. a ſecular Senſe.” The Hiſtorian 
accounts for this Error in Papias, without cal- 
ling his Integrity or Veracity at all in Queſtion, 
placing it wholly to the Score of a ſuperficial 
Judgment. Laſtly, Euſebius no where repreſents 
£apras to have been a wilful Deceiver of others, 
F 2 as 


i 
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( 36) 3 
as the Words cited in the Objection do imply, 
but only ſays that he gave Occafion to very many 
Eccleſiaſtical Writers that followed him to take 
up the like (Millennary) Notions, out of Spare 1 
for the Antiquity of the Man. From all which 
we ſee that the Author of the Diſſertation hat 
greatly injured both Papias and Euſebius, when 
he vouches the Authority of the latter for the 
former's being both Knave and Fool. Euſebiun 
thought him neither the one nor the other, but 
an honeſt Man, though not good at diſtinguiſh- 
ing between Allegory and Truth. So that ii 
Irenæus and thoſe that followed him, had built 
the Genuineneſs of St. Matthew's Goſpel upon 
this very early and valuable Tradition, it would 
have afforded no juſt Matter for Surpriſe, But 
this is far from being the Caſe. Our Author in- 
deed calls Jrenæus, Papiass Scholar, and make; 
Euſebius call him his Pupil, in order to paſs it 
upon the Reader, that Irenæus muſt have re- 
ceived his Sentiments in this Matter from his old 
Maſter. But neither here nor elſewhere doe: 
Euſebius make Jrenæus to have been the Pupil of 


Papias. And therefore, though Papias be ac- 


quitted of being a fabulous Writer in the bad 
Senſe of the Word, his Accuſer muſt unavoidably 
lie under that Imputation. In ſhort, if the Foun- 
tajn of Tradition with relation to St. Matthere's 
Goſpel muſt be ſought for where Jrenæus receiv- 


ed his Chriſtian Inſtitution, not Papias but Poly- 


carp was his Maſter, who was able to ſupply 
him with Notices of this kind immediately from 
the Apoſtles themſelves, and probably had {0 
ſupplied him. But in truth neither Irengus a 
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x he following Fathers ſuppart the Genuineneſs of 


st. Matthew's Goſpel, or of the other Goſpels 


from the Tradition of any ſingle Perſon, how 


ancient or veritable ſoever, but from the Tradi- 


So Jrenaus Adv. 
Her. I. 3.c. 3. So Clemens Alexanarinus, Strom, 
I. 2. p.453. 80 Tertullian, I. 4. contr. Marcion. 
c. 5. affirming of all the four Goſpels by Name, 
that they were with the Churches 4 Primordio, 
» proving this from no ſingle Teſtimonies, but 
from the Authority of the Apoſtolical Sees. On 
the very ſame Principles do all the Writers of the 
third Century aſcribe to St. Matthew, and to him 
only the Goſpel which goes by his Name. So 
*monſtrouſly untrue is the Aſſertion of the Diſ- 
ſertation Writer, that the whole Tradition of 
Matthew's being the Author of the Goſpel we 
now make uſe of, depends upon the fingle Teſti- 
mony of Papias. Equally falſe is what he fays, 
that Euſebius took this Tradition from Papias 
and Irenæus, notwithſtanding the bad Opinion he 
tc had of the Men.“ For firſt, we do not find he 
had any ill Opinion of either of them as relators 
of plain hiſtorical Facts. He blames Papias only 
for a Defect of Judgment, which does by no 


the Apoſtles their Founders. 


- Means diſqualify a Man for reporting ordinary 


and well known Traditions. And as to Ireneus, 
it does not appear that Euſebius had a bad Opi- 
nion of him in any reſpect. I am ſure he diſ- 
covers a good one of his Fidelity, which is moſt 
to the preſent Purpoſe, when ſpeaking of him 

and Clemens Alexandrinus, l. 3. c. 23. he ſays of 
them that they were 77454, Men deſerving Credit. 
4 | But 


(2. +: 


But whatever the Opinion of this Hiſtorian was 
concerning thoſe two Fathers, we have Demon- 
ſtration that he had a Tradition concerning the 


18 


Goſpels, and that of Matthew in particular, 


which he received from neither of them. For 
Euſebius relates the Occaſion of St. Matthew's 
writing, which neither Papias nor Jrenæus do. 
And for the time of that Event, Euſebius differs 
twenty Years or more from Jrenæus; and there- 
fore could not borrow from him; nor, as to 
this Circumſtance, from Papas, who is altoge- 
ther ſilent about the time when St. Matthew 
wrote his Goſpel. Thus, we ſee, in the preſent 
Objection, ſcarce any thing has been advanced, 
bur what upon trial appears falſe or falla- 
cious. 

Thus much for the Objections advanced by 
the Author of the Diſſertation againſt external 
Evidence for Matthew's being the Author of 
the Goſpel which goes by his Name. We are 
in the next Place to conſider, 


Objections againſt the genuineneſs of St. Mat- 
thew's Goſpel from the Internals thereof. 

Objection the Virſt, p. 30. 

If the Evangeliſt had been Matthew the A- 
poſtle, he would have ſpoke of himſelf with 
ſome Note of Diſtinction, and in the firſt Per- 
ſon not the third, as he is both the times that 
mention is made of him, 

This was anciently the Cavil of the Mani- 
chees againſt the Goſpel now before us; to 
which, as urged at preſent by an Infidel Wri- 
ter, it may be ſufficient to reply, that the Ob- 
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zector would do well to try the ſtrength of it 
*WFagainſt the genuineneſs of Cæſar's Commentaries, 
in which the preſumed Author is mentioned, 
not twice only, but perhaps two thouſand times 
in the third Perſon, and not once in the firſt. 


But if ſuch Reaſoning would be exploded by 
Criticks againſt the genuineneſs of a prophane 
Author, we defire to have no more Imperti- 


nence of this Kind brought againſt a ſacred 


one. 
| Objection the Second, p. 30. 
If St. Matthew had been the Author of the 
Goſpel vulgarly aſcribed to him, he would ne- 
iver have appropriated to himſelf the reproach- 
ful Term of Publican, contrary to the natural 
Policy of all Authors, who have any defire their 
Works ſhould be credited. 
* Anſwer. The Goſpel of St. Matthew relates 
in a particular manner, that our Lord, the 
great Subject of that Hiſtory, freely converſed 
and ate with Publicaus. How ridiculous then 
would it have been, for a Diſciple of his, to 
have been ſolicitous in concealing his own paſt 
Relation to that Calling? Beſides, it has been 
thought by ſome judicious Perſons, that the 
mention of Matthew the Publican, in the Goſ- 
2 aſcribed to that Apoſtle, is on the other 
hand a good internal Argument that it is rightly 
aſcribed to him. For it is obſervable of the ſa- 
cred Writers, that they are generally ſuch Stran- 
gers to the Policy recommended in the Objection, 
as to be moſt free with the mention of their 
own Failings. Thus, in the preſent Caſe, St. 
Matthes is the only En that joins the 
4 Circumſtances 
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Circumſtances of his Profeſſion, to the Name he 


was beſt known by. Whilſt “St. Mark and St. 
Luke, on that Occaſion, ſpeak of him under the 
Name of Levi, the Son of Alpheus, ſparing their 
Brother Evangeliſt, who was leſs indulgent to 
himſelf. 

Objection the Third, urged throughout Pages 
Go, 61, 62, 63, of the Diſſertation. | 

It is a great Defect in the Goſpel aſcribed to 
St. Matthew, that no Teſtimony can be found 
in it of the Author himſelf, who he was, in 
what time he wrote, to whom or upon what 
Motives or Information he began to write: 
which looks very ſuſpicious, conſidering that he 
is for introducing a new Faith and Worſhip, 


and publiſhes Facts almoſt incredible; ſuch as 


the miraculous Incarnation and Birth of a God, 
Sc. Under theſe Difficulties, it was incumbent 
upon him to have ſupplied the Defects above- 
mentioned. If he knew himſelf to be inſpired 
for the Undertaking, why did he not ſatisfy us 
in that Point; ſince he could not but foreſee 
that a firm Adherence to all he ſaid would be 
indiſpenſibly required of all thoſe, to whoſe Hands 
his Hiſtory ſhould at any time thereafter come, 
under Pain of eternal Reprobation, Whereas to 
ſuppoſe a literal Inſpiration, without any Marks 
of it, or ſo much as the Author's own Teſtimony 
or pretence to it, is a ſhameful inſtance of 
Credulity. "Tis taking up with a Religion found- 
ed upon Tradition or Church Teſtimony, for 
which the Papiſts are deſervedly expoſed. Where 


Mark ii. 14. Luke v. 27. 
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E Joes Matthew pretend to be ſo much as an Eye 
zt. Fr Ear-witneſs to any of our Saviour's Tranſac- 
X Fions? Where does he ſay from whom elſe he 
If Fearned them, ſo as to be able to tranſmit them 


to Fo Poſterty, with that accuracy a rational Faith 
requires? Meſes and the Prophets, the inſpired 

es Penmen of the Old Teſtament, though Workers 
of Miracles, to which Matthew no where pre- 

to tends, frequently aſſure Poſterity that they pro- 


xd pheſied by divine Authority, as neceſſary to ob- 
in Fain due Credit to the divine Commands. And 
at St. Paul follows their Example in ſome Mea- 
e: ſure. But the Author of this Goſpel is entirely 


he filent in this Matter. 

p, Anſwer. The immediate End and Deſign of 
as St. Matthew's Goſpel, was, not the Converſion of 
d, Infidels, but the Edification of Believers. Ec- 
nt dleſiaſtical Hiſtory informs us, that it was writ- 
e · ten at Feruſalem, before the Apoſtle went thence 
ed to the Gentiles, in order to ſupply the want of 
us His Preſence, to thoſe he left behind, Euſeb. J. 3. 
ee F. 24. Conſidering therefore the Occaſion of St. 
be Matthew's writing, his filence as to the Points 
ds mentioned in this Objection, is ſo far from being 
je, A Defect, that thoſe Particulars could not have 
to deen inſerted without manifeſt Abſurdity. For 
ks how ridiculous would it have ſounded to tell 
ny his Countrymen, after ſo many Years ſpent a- 
of mongſt them in preaching the Goſpel, who he 
d- Was, what time he wrote, to whom and upon 
or What Motives and Information he began to write, 
re Who perfectly knew all theſe things already. On 
the other hand, every one of theſe Circumſtances 
that is neceſſary to beget a rational Faith in us 
Xs G who 
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who live at this Diſtance of Time, is ſupplied 


by conſtant and uniform Tradition. We know, 
on good and ſufficient Grounds, who wrote the 


Goſpel of St. Matthew ; and that ſingle Circum- 


ſtance leaves us no room to doubt of his being 


both naturally and preternaturally enabled to 
tranſmit the Hiſtory of our Lord to Poſterity * 
with accuracy ſufficient to ſatisfy every reaſon- F 


able Man, that all his Relations deſerve Credit, 
and that they cannot be rejected without great 
Danger. The Evidence for a Religion that was 
revealed Seventeen hundred Years ago, muſt, in 
the Reaſon and Nature of the thing, in ſome 
meaſure depend on Tradition. In ſuch Caſes the 
Genuineneſs of ſacred Books, and their faithful 
Tranſmiſſion, cannot be ſatisfactorily made out 
without the Teſtimony of the intermediate Ages. 
It is not therefore for Appeals of this kind that 


the Nomiſb Church is condemned, but for found. 


ing religious Doctrines repugnant to Scripture 
and written Tradition, merely on Oral Church- 
Teſtimony. The Caſe of Meſes and the Pro- 
phets in the Old Teſtament, and of the Apoſtles 
in the New, is very different. The former re- 
ceived particular and diſtinct Commiſſions from 
God, which therefore it behoved them to in- 
culcate to the World. This alſo was the Caſe 
of St. Paul, who had a peculiar Inſpiration to 
qualify him for the Office of a Teacher or E- 
vangeliſt, and therefore thought it neceſſary to 
inſiſt thereon in his Epiſtles. But the College 
of Apoſtles were jointly filled with the Holy 
Ghoſt, for the very purpoſe of preaching or 
writing, as occaſion ſhould require, the Life and 


1 5 Hiſtory 


Hand, they 


* Author. 
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5 iſtory of their Maſter. If therefore we have 
Salon to believe that he who wrote the Goſ- 


gel aſcribed ro St. Matthew, was one of this 


Number, as we certainly have, nothing further 


$ neceſſary to obtain due Credit and Obedience to 


the Contents thereof; nor is the Author of this 


Goſpel to be blamed, for not expreſly mentioning 
his own perſonal Inſpiration. 


” Objection the Fourth, p. 63, 64. 

LEY Holy Spirit could never be the Author of 
thoſe Contradictions, Diſlocations, Improprieties 
and Difagreements which Divines, the moſt learn- 
ed and pious, have pointed out in their Com- 
. on the Goſpel of St. Matthew. 

No Divines that are either learned or pious, 
&er pretended to point out real Contradictions 
and Diſagreements in this Goſpel. On the other 
labour to reconcile all Appearances of 
this kind, which muſt convince us that they 
think them but Appearances. For no Man in 
Nis Senſes ever pretended to reconcile confeſſed 
Eontradiftions. Diſlocations indeed and Impro- 


33 of Speech, are allowed by the Harmoniſts 


d Commentators in this Goſpel; but there is 


no Occaſion to charge them on the Holy Ghoſt, 


though they are found in the Writings of an in- 
For it is generally ſuppoſed, that 
me Bleſſed Spirit left Method and Diction entirely 
to the Prudence of the ſacred Writers, only pre- 
Ferving them from all Error, and ſuggeſting to 
them ſuch Truths as would beſt anſwer the Oc- 
Eafion of their writing. Although therefore the 


Author of St. Matthew's Goſpel does not obſerve 


an exact Order of Time in his Relations, bur 
? G 2 makes 
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makes plain Narratives of things, never affecting 
Elegance of Compoſition, and ſhewing a natural 
Genius and Capacity inferior to ſome Greek and 
Roman Hiſtorians, yet it is no reflection upon his 
inſpired Character. The Holy Ghoſt interpoſed 
no further than to keep the Penmen of Scripture 
within the limits of infallible Truth, permitting 
each of them to follow his own Genius in wri- 
ting more or leſs exactly and politely. It was 
of no concern to the Intereſts of Chriſtianity, 
whether the Goſpels were compoſed elegantly 


or meanly. For God needs no Man's Genius or 


Capacity to ſerve him in effecting his Purpoſes 
And the event of theſe artleſs Compoſition 
ſhews, that the Authors of them were equal 
to their Taſk. They obtained Credit in ſpite 
of all che Power and Learning of the Gentil 
World, and anſwered all the Ends propoſed by 
them as effectually, as if they had been written by 
the moſt maſterly Hands. 

The Author of the Diſſertation, whilſt upon 
this Subject, finds fault with St. Paul's Notion, 


« that a Being of infinite Wiſdom ſhould chuſe 


de the fcoliſh, and the weak, the baſe and de © 
<« ſpiſed, 1. e. thole who are fartheſt off hi 


e own Image, even the idiotical brutiſh Part of 


« Mankind, to teach and reform the wiſe ; & 


« that he ſhould delight in ſuch rude Inſtru © 


cc 


* uſeful Knowledge.” But which way could 
God manifeſt his Wiſdom and Power in re 


forming the wile more eminently than by © 
the © 


ments, merely to ſhew his Power againſt ant 
« confound thoſe who with commendable Lu 
* bour and Study have adorned themſelves wit 


8 
> Jeaſt fit for the Purpoſe? Had ſuch a Refor- 
nd mation been carried on by able Hands, the 
His Praiſe of it would have redounded to the Re- 
ed ; ormers themſelves : whereas the natural Inca- 
Ire pacity of the firſt Preachers of Chriſtianity for. 
ng * out ſo noble a Syſtem of Religion, juſt- 
'T1- Ay rouzed the attention of Mankind, and directed 
vas them to look up to God as the Author of it. 
ity, Beſides, our Author aſſigns a different Reaſon 
ily for God's chuſing the fooliſh things of this 
; or World to confound the wiſe, from that given 
fles by the Apoſtle, who does not ſay, it was 70 
ion Jhew his Power, but that no Fleſh ſhould glory 
wal 4: the fight of God. The wile among the 
pit: {Heathen too highly magnified their own Phi- 
atil loſophy; ſome of them had the Arrogance to 
| by 7 their own Sages to the Deity himſelf. 
n by When therefore God thought fit to reveal the 
true Wiſdom, he took the moſt effectual Way to 
pon mortify theſe proud Sophiſters, by ſending them 
tion, $0 Fiſhermen for Inſtruction. 
huk + Objection the Fifth, p. 66, 67. 
de. The Author of the Goſpel aſcribed to St. 
” hi Matthew, hath given us a Genealogy of Feſus, 
irt Which even the Orthodox allow to be utterly. 
- & Arreconcileable to other Parts of holy Writ ; 
iſtry- from which ſpurious Genealogy Cerinthus and 
t ani Parpocras took upon them to prove, that Jeſus 
e L: Was ſprung in the ordinary Way from Joſepb 
with and Mary, thereby denying his Divinity and 
could 1 Points of the greateſt Concernment 
n re. 40 Chriſtianity ; and which, if given up to thoſe 
n by Hereticks, would render the Profeſſion of it, in 
* — 
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he uſe of ſuch Inſtruments as were naturally 


all 


. 
1 

. 

. 

3 
FT 
1 
1 
| \ 
4 - 
** 
's ! 
= 
„ 

. 1 
1 
'T 
: 

. 
1 
1 
4 r 
1 
1 
ö I 
# 
WH 


yur 


- 3 r > t CO RSS = 
_— * * 
>» a Soon Io 2 eg” 


(46) 


all other reſpects, as moſt think, of no effect to x 


the World. In this famous Inſtance of making 
Jeſus deſcend from Joſeph the Carpenter, Mat- 
tbew apparently contradicts St. Luke, Matthew's 
Genealogy ſcarcely agrees with St. Luke or the 
Old Teftament, in a ſingle Degree of Deſcent, 
except thoſe of the Patriarchs, notorious to all. 
Either therefore this Goſpel was not written 
till after the Deſttuction of Feruſalem, when the 
publick Records of the Jeiſh Pedigrees (to 
which the Author before that time might have 
had free acceſs) periſhed, together with the Tem- 
ple; or elſe it was compoſed by ſome Gentile 
Convert, who being a Stranger to the Language, 
Religion and Policy of the Fews, received all 
Things upon truſt from ſome unfaithful Re- 
lator. | 

Anſwer. How many Falſhoods are crouded 
into theſe two Pages of the Diſſertation. For, 
firſt, it is impoſſible that any orthodox Perſon 
ſhould allow the Genealogy of St. Matthew to be 
utterly irreconcileable to other Parts of hol 

Writ. Secondly, It is a Miſtake to ſay, that this 
Genealogy adminiſtred Occaſion for the Hereſies 
of Cerinthus and Carpocras. For Church-Writers 


only ſay, that they proved Chrift to be the Son of 


Tofeph and Mary from that Paſſage. Thirdly, It 
is a grievous Untruth to ſay, that Matthew makes 
Feſus to deſcend from Jeſeph the Carpenter, in 
the Genealogy aforeſaid, If this had been his 
Intention, the 16th Verſe; which mentions the 
immediate Deſcent of Jeſus, would have retained 
the old Form, and have ſtood thus: And Jacob be- 
gat IJgſeph the Husband of Mary, and Fojeph 770 J 
2 ; & | | Te us by 


„ Henealogies of St. Matthew and the Old Tefta- 


ment 
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TDyeſas who is called Chriſt : Whereas the Genea+ 
Jogiſt on this Occaſion ſtrikes out into a new Mode 
pf Expreſſion; and days, And Jacob begat Joſeph 
fle Husband of Mary, of whom: (Mary) was born 
Feſus that is called Chriſt, He muſt have no 


Eyes who cannot ſee that this Genealogy makes 


Feſus to have had no human Parent but Mary, 
and that Fo/eph had no nearer Relation to Jeſus, 
than by being Huſband to his Mother. So that 
Inſtead of diſproving the Divinity and Incarna- 
"tion of Chriſt, which was the Uſe Cerintbus and 


Carpocras made of this Genealogy, it ſtrongly 


Tonfirms thoſe momentous Articles of Religion; 


and St. Matthew and St. Luke are both agreed 

denying Jeſus to be the Son of YJoſeph. 
ourthly, Equally falſe is the Saying of the 
Di: ſſertation-Writer, that Matthew's Genealogy 
ſcarcely agrees with the Oli Teftament in a 
fingle Degree of Deſcent, except thoſe of 
the Patriarchs, notorious to all. For admit- 
$ the Deſcent of the Patriarchs not to end 


but with David, which is the largeſt poſlible 
Allowance, it will be found on Enquiry that in 
molt of the ſucceeding Degrees of Deſcent, the 
benealogy of Matthew agrees with that of the 
Did Teſtament. They alike make Solomon the Son 
of David, Roboam the Son of Solomon, Abia the 
Son of Roboam, Aſa the Son of Abia, Joſapbat 
. Son of Aſa, and Foram the Son of Joſapbat. 
ter this indeed the Genealogiſt omits three Ge- 
erations, making Ogias or Uzzzah the Son of 
oram, who was really his Son's great Grandſon, 
from Uzziah alſo down to the Captivity, the 
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ment agree exactly; for according to them both, 
Ozias begat Joatham, Foatham Achaz, Achaz * f 


Hezekias, Hezekias Manaſſes, Manaſſes Amon, 
Amon Tofias, and Fofias Fecbonias. In the Cap- 
tivity indeed St. Matthew makes Fechonias to be- 
get Salathiel, who in the Old Teſtament is called 
the Son of Air. But Zorobabel is the Son of 


Salathiel, in the Bible, as well as the Goſpel of - 


St. Matthew. And lower than theſe the Old Te 
fament's Account proceeds not. Upon the whole 
therefore it appears, that the Old Teſtament and 
the Genealogy before us, agree in every Step of 
Deſcent, whether of Patriarchs or others, ex- 
cepting two: And that the Author of the Diſ- 


ſertation muſt have been guilty either of direct 


Falſhood, or of unpardonable Negligence, when 


he pronounced, that excepting the Patriarchs, 


they ſcarce agreed in a ſingle Degree of Deſcent, 
It has however been confeſſed, that there are 
ſome Diſagreements between the two Accounts; 
and it cannot be denied, that there is a vaſt Di- 


verſity between the Genealogies of St. Matthew © 


and St. Luke: Points which are next to be con- V 


fidered. Firſt then, as to the Diſagreements be- I., 
tween St. Matthew and the Old Teftament, they * 
could not poſſibly proceed from Ignorance, and P,. 
therefore are no Objection to the Genuineneſs and 


Authority of that Goſpel. For without recourſe * v 
to any Records, but thoſe of the Old Teſtament, 


which was always at Hand, the Evangeliſt, who- 


ever he was, might have got a regular Pedigree 
from Abraham down to the End of that Canon, 
His Variations therefore were perfectly voluntary. 


What the Reaſons of his Omiſſions are, we can⸗- 
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not certainly ſay ; but the moſt probable Account 
* ſeems to be that which Grotius gives, who ſup- 
2 poſes this to be done with a Deſign to make the 
3 ſecond and third Stages of Deſcent, i. e. that from 
David to the Captivity, and the other from the 
2 Captivity to Chriſt, coincide with the firſt which 
itrictly conſiſted of fourteen Generations. In 
this he deceived no one. For the 7ewiſb Writers 
ſeldom ſtood upon Strictneſs of Expreſſion in 
genealogical Matters, but ordinarily call Succeſ- 
ſors Sons, and ſometimes omit five or ſix ſucceſ- 


4 


4 five Generations at once *. So that a Reader ac- 


4 


quainted with the manner of the Fews in this 


1 Reſpect, made Allowance for theſe Things, and 


drew no Conſequences from ſeeming Diſagree- 
ments of this kind; but ſuppoſed there might be 


"Differences, and yet no Contradictions. Secondly, 
As to the Diverſity between the two Genealo- 
gies of St. Matthew and St. Luke, Grotius, upon 
the latter of theſe two Goſpels, has learnedly and 
judiciouſly accounted for it. He ſuppoſes that 
St. Matthew intended no more, than a general 


View of the Succeſſion in the Heads of our 
Lord's Family, without mentioning any private 
FPerſon in it; whilſt Luke cloſely traced up the 
1d Pedigree of Jeſus according to the Order of Na- 
ad ture. And hence it came to paſs that from Da- 
ſe ' d downwards, the two Evangelifts ſcarce agree 
Ut, I | 
o- * Thus $hoba?, between whom and Judah there were five or 
ee ſix Generations, is reckoned among his Sons, 1 Chron. iv. 1. and 
©». ili. ver. 16. Zedekiah, though really Fechoniah's Uncle, is 
2N, Called his Son, becauſe he ſucceeded him in his Kingdom. Once 
ry; Horte in the Genealogy of Ezra ch. vil. five or fix Generations 
* muſt have been left out. 
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in any Names, fave thoſe of Salathiel and Zoro- 


babel; who, as Ethnarchs in the Family of Da- 


vid, anſwer the Purpoſe of Matthew, and as they 
were in the lineal Succeſſion, belonged to St. 
Litke's Catalogue. Upon the whole, there is no 
more Difference between St. Matthew's Genea- 


logy and the Pedigrees of the Old Teſtament, 
than there is between ſome and other Genealo- 
gies in the ſame Holy Books ; and the two Evan- 
geliſts, having different Views in their Genealo- 


gies, might diſagree, without contradicting either 
the other. On theſe Accounts therefore there is 


no room to fuſpe& that the Author of St. Mat- 


thew's Goſpel lived after the Deſtruction of Je- 


ruſalem, or that he was not a Jew, but an igno- 
rant Gentile Convert, who took all upon Truſt ; 
for the Old Teſtament, after the burning of the 
Temple, would have ſupplied him with a fuller 
Pedigree, if the Evangelift had needed one; and 
even a Gentile Convert, with only the LXX 


Verfion in his Hand, might have fitted up a Ge- 
nealogy without taking any thing upon Truſt. 


Not to add, that there are many internal Cha- 
racters, in this Goſpel, which fhew that the 
Compiler of it was not only a Jew, but one alſo 
that was thoroughly converſant in the Language, 
Religion and Policy of the Fews. 

Objection the fixth, p. 67, 68, 69. 

« The Author of the Goſpel which goes by the 


Name of St. Matthew, groſly miſapplies certain 
*« Prophecies of the Old Teſtament; and that two 
« Ways. Furſt, By erroneous Citations, inſomuch 
that St. Ferom commenting on Mic. v. 2. and ob- 
* ſerving the Variance between the genuine TR 4 
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Fc and its Quotation in Mar. ii. G. owns freely that 


* the Evangeliſt's Quotations out of the Old Tefta- 


te ment are almoſt all of them erroneous. —— Aut 
*ordo mutetur, aut verba & interdum ſenſus quoque 
e 7þ/e diverſus fit——They negleCting (as he thinks) 
a- to tranſcribe them out of the Books themſelves, 
* and truſting to their own Memories which failed 
them. Secondly, By a moſt wretched and for- 
* ced Conſtruction, the Evangeliſt hath warped 
te the Paſſages to a Senſe altogether foreign to the 
Prophet's true Meaning to accommodate them to 


1 e Jeſus in proof of his being the Meſſiah. Which 
. makes ſome think that as he was not a Few, ſo 
fe- F# neither could his Goſpel be calculated for the 
o- Uſe of the Jews, who were never wont to apply 
ſt; any of the Prophecies quoted in this Goſpel to 
the © cheir expected Meſſiah. Others think from this 
tes © ſophiſticated manner of quoting and accommo- 


ind dating Scripture, that the Evangeliſt was too well 


7X vers d in myſtical Theology, and made more Ule 
Ze. of it than well comported with a poor illiterate 


Chriſtian of the Apoſtolick Age, and therefore 
ewas ſome Helleniſtical Convert Few, who wrote 
# ſoon after the Deſtruction of Jeruſalem. For the 
primitive Chri/t;ans had not learned to allegorize 
the ſacred Writings till after the Platoniſis came 
into the Church.” 
* Anſwer, We defy the Dsſſertation-Writer to 
the * ſo much as a ſingle Inſtance, wherein 
ßt. Matthew cites the Prophecies ſo erroneouſly, 
two ds to change the Senſe. And whilſt he retains 
wech That, it muſt be impoſſible to ſerve any Purpoſes 
oY pf Miſapplication, by little verbal Varieties. Par- 
Fext, ficularly we affirm, that the Paſſage of Micab v. 2. 
1 „ cited 
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cited Mat. ii. 6. does not amount to ſuch an in- 
ſtance. For firſt the Words are not cited by 
St. Matthew, but by the High-Prieſts and Scribe 
of the People, who therefore alone are accour 
able for the Juſtneſs of the Quotation and 90 
the Evangeliſt, who barely relates it as an hiſt. 
rical Fact. Secondly, The Paſlage, as it lies 1: 
the Hebrewof Micab, interrogatively underſtood, 
makes the very ſame Senſe with that cited in 
St. Matthew's Goſpel; and the want of an inter- 
rogative Particle in the Hebrew is no Bar to ſuch j* 
an Expoſition. For Hebrew Sentences are often 
interpreted interrogatively, where the uſual in- 
terrogative Particle is not expreſſed ®, Thirdly, 
The Paſſage in the Hebrew is as applicable to the 
Purpoſe intended, as the Citation in St. Matthew | 
is. So that no Miſapplication could poſſibly be 
deſigned by the Variance here complained of. 
But whilſt our Author is complaining of other 
Men's Miſapplications, he himfelf is wilfully and 1 
knowingly guilty of the very ſame thing: I mean 7: 
with reſpect to Jerom, whoſe Senſe he has moſt 7, 
ſhamefully miſrepreſented in his Note at the Bot- 


tom of p. 67. St. Ferom's own Sentiments upon | 
the Citation before us are, that St. Matthew let 
the Citation from Micah ſtand in the Goſpel, E 


> * 
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tetur, aut Verba & interdum ſenſus quaque ipſe di- 


* Vid. Nold. Partic. p. 243; F 
. werſu 


1 633) 
1- Bwerſus fit, vel Aboſtolis vel Evangeliſtis non ex libro 
„ Rearpentibus Teſtimenia, fed Memoria credentibus 
©: Rque nomunguam fallitur. What therefore St. 
Ferom is charged with freely owning, he appears 
not to have owned at all, but expreſly to deliver, 

as the Opinion of others, oppoſed to his own by 
an adverſative Particle, Is this citing out of the 
»d, Fathers fairly, or dealing like one who aims ſin- 
in cerely at the Truth? If the latter of theſe be 
er- really the Caſe, I would adviſe our Author to 
chi purſue ſome other Game; for when he aims at 
ten the Truth, he proves one of the worſt Markſmen 
in- that ever ſhort, | 
ly, As to the other Method of miſapplying Pro- 
the phecies in the Ol Jeſſament charged upon our 
Mew | Evangeliſt in the Objection, vis. forced Con- 
be ſtruction, and warping them to a Senſe quite fo- 
of, reign to the Prophets true Meaning, to prove 
her thence that Jeſus is the Meſſiah, we defire it may 
and be obſerved: Firſt, That though St. Matthew 
ean frequently affirms the Prophecies in the Old Teſ- 
10ſt tament to have been fulfilled in Jeſus, yet he 
Zot- never directly makes them Arguments for his 
pon g being the Meſiab. As therefore he is not charge- 
let able with bad or illogical Proof, where he does 
ſpe], E not argue at all: So it may hence be preſumed, 


iefts that he uſed no forced Conſtruction or Warping 
1res. to ſerve a Point, not directly in view. And this, 
it in De a fair Inquiry, I am perſuaded will appear 
zenti true in Fact. Moſt of the Prophecies applied 
by our Evangeliſt to the things of Jeſus, were 
literally, and ſome of them miraculouſly fulfilled 
in him; and of them all it may be juſtly ſaid, 
that they are applicable ta him without any Re- 
er 4 15 pugnancy 


( 5 + ) 7 
pugnancy from the Words wherein they are ex- 
preſſed. The Prophets of the Old Teſtament were 
not the Authors of their own Predictions, but the 
Holy Ghoſt. His meaning therefore, not that 
of the Prophets, is the Rule whereby we are to 
judge whether the Prophecies in the Goſpel of 
St. Matthew are rightly applied or no. But it is 
poſſible in the Nature of Things, that Prophe- 
cies, beſides their primary and apparent Intenti- 
on, may have a further Regard to fome more 
diſtant Event, Admitting therefore that ſome 
Prophecies, applied by our Evangeliſt ro Jeſus, 
had an obvious relation to ſome one elſe, it does 
not follow, that to affirm they were fulfilled in 
another diſtin& Event, is to warp them to a a2 
Senſe altogether foreign to the Holy Ghoft's true 
Meaning ; unleſs we could be ſure that the Holy 
Ghoſt had but one Intendment in thoſe Prophe- 
cies, which no one can be fatisfied in, without 
Inſpiration. Till then the Unbelievers are abſurd ” 
enough to lay claim to Inſpiration, they can have 
no certain Grounds for charging St. Matthew with 
Miſapplication of any Old Te/tament Prophecies . ? 
to the Perſon of Jeſus. All they can pretend is, 
that ſome Predictions in his Goſpel are ſaid to 
be verified in Jeſus, which, without Revelation, 
could not ſurely be affirmed. But this we grant 
to be true, and ſee no hurt in ſuppoſing that 
ſometimes Paſlages are applied to Jeſus by the 
facred Writers, not upon the Principles of Cri- 
ticiſm, or of myſtical Theology, but like other 
preternatural Truths, upon the mere Strength of 
their inſpired Characters. If therefore the Ad- 7? 
verſaries to St, Matthew's Goſpel will argue againſt = 
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I (55) | 
it from the Topick of Prophecies miſapplied, 
re they muſt beg the Queſtion-concerning his par- 
Ne Iudcular Inſpiration. For all they can ſay with 
Truth againſt the Genuineneſs and Divine Au- 
© thority of that Goſpel is, that the Writer, in ſome 
of © Inſtances, applies Prophecies in ſuch a Senſe, as 
is cannot be aſcertain'd without Inſpiration. Since 
e- then myſtical Theology and the Art of allego- 
th 4 rizing the ſacred Scriptures are out of the pre- 
Ire — Queſtion; and St. Matthew appears to have 
ne practiſed nothing in his Citations but what very 
us, 3 well comported with an illiterate Chriſtian of the 
des Apoſtolick Age, our Author's conjecture, that the 
in Goſpel, which goes by the Name of St. Matthew, 
a was not written by him, but by ſome Helleniſ- 
rue tical Convert Jew, is quite out of Doors. I ſhall 
oly therefore diſmiſs the preſent Objection, after 1 
he- have conſidered the Reaſon given, p. 68. why 
out this Goſpel could not be calculated for the Uſe 
urd of the Jews, viz. becauſe they were never wont 
ave to apply any of the Prophecies quoted in this 
1th Goſpel to their expected Meſiab. Now it can- 
not be expected, that the contrary to this ſhould 
is, be made out from very many Inſtances, ſince the 
to main of theſe Prophecies relate to the Sufferings 
ion, of our Lord; which we cannot ſuppoſe the 
ant Fews ſhould have applied to the temporal and 
hat triumphant Meſſiah expected by them: But ſome 
the Sn may be found of Prophecies quoted in 
Cri- the Goſpel of St. Matthew and applied ro Feſus, 

which the Jews alſo were wont to apply to their 
1 of expected Meſiab, notwithſtanding the contrary 
Ad- and confident Aſſertion of the Diſſertation-Mri-— 
inſt fer. Now the Truth of this Queſtion muſt be 
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tried from the oldeſt and moſt authentick'Fe7o;/; 5 


Expoſitions on the Prophets. Of which kind is 


the Chaldee Paraphraſe of Jonathan, which is 
juſtly eſteemed as old as our Saviour's Days. Bur 


there we find at leaſt two of the Prophecies ap- | 


lied in St. Matthew's Goſpel to Jeſus, explained 
likewiſe of the Jews expected Meſſiah, vis. Mi- 
cah v. 2. cited Mat. 11. 6, and Eſai. xlii. 1. cited 
Mar. xit. 17, & %%%. In a Word, as there are no 
internal Marks in the Goſpel before us, which 
indicate the Writer to have been originally either 
a Gentile, or an Helleniſtic Jew; ſo there are un- 


doubted Proofs in it, that he muſt have been an | 
Hebrew of the Hebrews. For no Chriſtians but 


of this ſort underſtood the Hebrew Original; all 


others reading the O/d Teſtament according to the 
Verſion of the Seventy. But the Author of the 
Goſpel in diſpute ſometimes cites Paſſages from 
the Old Teſtament, not as they ſtand in the Greek, 
but according to the Hebrew Copies. Thus for 
Inſtance, ch. ii. 145. the Evangeliſt cites H/. xi. 1. 


exactly as the Hebrew Bible has it, between which | 


and the Seventy there are two conſiderable Vari- 
ations. And now having exhauſted his own 
Stock of Cavils, our Author takes up with ſome 
ſtale ones, advanced by the Author of Literal 


Scheme, which have received a full and particu- 


lar Anſwer by a great and learned Prelate of our 
Church. His Pretence is, p. 69. that in the 


Opinion of Friends as well as Foes, the Objec- 


tions require an Anſwer more ſolemn and à props, 
than any has yet been given them. But for my 
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part, if ſo poor a Teſtimony as mine would be 
of any Weight, I could freely declare that my | 
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F Lord Biſhop of Coventry and Lyichfield, now 
% of Durham, has anſwered Mr. Collins's Ca- 


: ſuch Replies to them as my 


„ 


; vils againſt the ſecond Chapter of St. Mattherw, 
with the greateſt Clearneſs, Learning and Judg- 


ment ; and do not ſcruple to pronounce thoſe 


Friends of Religion, who are diflatisfied with 
the Performance, if any ſuch there be, (which 
2 I have fo little eſteem for our Author's Vera- 
city as very much to doubt of,) unreaſonable 
Men. 
think that Prelate's Anſwer ſo unſatisfactory, why 
did they not expoſe the Weakneſs of it by a ſet 
Reply? Why, in particular, does the Author of 
the preſent Diſſertation urge the old Cavils, with- 
out exemplifying the Weakneſs and Impertinence 
of the Anſwers already made to them? How- 


But if the Enemies to this Goſpel really 


ever, ſince the Diſſertation may fall into many 
Hands, that have never ſeen the Biſhop's De- 
fence of Chriſtianity vindicated, T ſhall take the 
freedom to conſider all thoſe Cavils, and make 
own Obſervation, 


greatly aſſiſted by my Lord of Durham's excel- 


4 lent Work, ſhall ſuggeſt. 
7 Objection the Seventh, p. 70. of the Diſſer- 


ation. 
* St. Matthew ſets out with a moſt ſurprizing 


* 
- 


© Story of three Wiſe-Men coming ſomewhere 


from the Eaſt, led by a Star to a certain Houſe. 
. Now what Foundation is there in Nature for 
* ſuch Aſtrological Notions, as theſe Wiſe-Men 
i were acted by; or of ſuch a Phenomenon in the 
Heavens waiting upon theſe three Men here and 


4 there, and at laſt of all pointing down to a little 


I « Houle 


6358) 
© Houſe, whither they went, without other In- 
« ſtruction to go by ?” 

Anſwer. Aſtrological Notions have certainly 
no Foundation in Nature or Reality. But, as 
Grotius, on the Place, admirably well obſerves, 
there is no Abſurdity in ſuppoſing God ſhould 
notify the Birth of an extraordinary Perſon in 
Judea, by cauſing a luminous Body to appear in 
that Quarter of the Heavens, which, according 
to the received Partitions of that Science, be- 
longed to Judæa. New Stars or Comets, accord- 
ing to the fame very learned Perſon, were gene- 
rally thought to portend the Period of old Mo- 


——— 


narchies, and te Commencement of new ones. 


If therefore the Magi took the Star, which they 


ſaw in their own Country, to be of this Sort, 
what wonder is it that they ſhould travel to 
Feruſalem, in queſt of the illuſtrious Infant, 
whoſe Birth was to be the Epocha of a new Go- 
vernment. As to the Phenomenon in the Hea- 
vens waiting upon the Wiſe-Men, and point- 
ing down to a little Houſe, admitting it to be 
a real Star, the Difficulty would be inſuperable. 
But ſuppoſe it to be only a luminous Body, 
which ſeemed in the Magi's Country to be in 


the ſtarry Region, but afterwards moved ſo low _ 


before them, as to dire& them in their Way 
from Feruſalem to Bethlehem, and there to point 
out the defired Houſe, by ſtanding directly over 
it; this Account has nothing in it incredible, 
nothing that can diſparage the Hiſtory in which 
it is told. The only Difficulty in this Suppoſi- 
tion was, that ſuch a luminous Body would 
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* hardly have been called a Star. But the learned 
Biſhop abovementioned has ſhewn, by many In- 
ſtances, that lucid Appearances have frequently 


that Denomination. Inſomuch that our Author 
himſelf, though loth to own it, has improved by 
him, and learnt without ſcruple to drop the 
Name of Star, and call what directed the Magi 
by the general Name of a Phænomenon; not per- 
haps conſidering, that the Story has no Difficulty, 
as ſoon as the ſtrict Notion of a Star is no longer 
inſiſted on. 

O bjection the Eighth, p. 70. 

)- | © Matthew ſays, that at the News theſe ſame 
s Men brought of the Meſſiah's being born, all 
ey © Jeruſalem was troubled ; which cannot be true, 
rt, for that we all know the Jeus expected their 
to © Meſſiah with the utmoſt Defire and Impatience, 
at, © agreeably to what St. Luke ſays, that the Ti- 
o- dings of Chriſt's Birth was matter of great 


ys CC ”» 
ca- 


Joy. 
nt. St. Matthew does not fay, that all Feru/alem 
be was troubled at the News the Magi brought 
ble, of the Meſiab's being born. But having firſt 
dy, acquainted us that Herod was troubled, he adds, 
> in and all Fery/alem with him. The Cauſe there- 
low fore of the general Trouble might poſlibly be, 
Nay not the News brought by the Magi, ſo much as 
oint the Trouble which Herod conceived thereupon. 
over Herod's Cruelty, when he was under the Domi- 
ible nion of Stare- Jealouſy, was well known to the 
hich City of Jeruſalem ; which therefore could not 
poſi be otherwiſe than troubled, for fear he ſhould 
ould break out into ſome bloody Outrage. The Birth 
ardly therefore of Meſiaß being an Incident, that 
12 only 
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(6 
only gave them the Proſpect of a future and 
remote Deliverance, might not at firſt prove a 
ſufficient Counter-balance to their preſent juſt 
Fears. Secondly, Admitting the Evangeliſt's 
meaning to be, that the Mag:'s Intelligence put 
all Jeriſalem in Trouble, it does not follow, 
that their Trouble aroſe from their belief of 
that Intelligence. Poſſibly, as much as they 
deſired and expected that Event, they might 
not credit the News of Meſiab's Birth, when 
built on fo feeble a Foundation as the Science 
of Aſirolegy, to which the Principles of Judaiſm - 
gave them ſome Averſion. It may be they 
thought, at firſt hearing, the whole to be on- 
ly a Farce contrived to mock their eager Ex- 
pectations, or a Stratagem of Herod's, to give 
himſelf a handle for freſh Barbarities. Theſe 
and many other Cauſes, may be aſſigned for all 
Jeruſalem's being in trouble, at the firſt Tidings 
of Meſiab's Birth from the Magi, not only 
conſiſtent with their known Deſires and Expec- 
tations of that Event, but alſo arifing from 
them. 
Objection the Ninth, p. 70, 71. 
Matthew, chap. ii. ver. 6. introduces the Chief 

« Prieſts and Elders as applying the Prophecy of 
« Mzcah v. 2. to the Meſſiab, which we know the 
old Jeus conſtantly underſtood ſome of King He- 
« Setiab, and others of Zorobabel, whom they allo 
« deemed to have fulfilled it; and further did in 
« Chriſt's own Time make it a part of his Cha- 
te racter. Not to know whence he was.” 
| Anſwer. We know on the contrary, that the 

oldeſt Jews, whoſe Wrigings are now extant, 
underſtand _* 
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Junderſtand Micab v. 2. of Mefiah. Witneſs the 
Cbaldee Targum of Fonathan upon the Prophets 
as old as the Birth of our Saviour. 
2 Huetius aſſerts the ſame of the Thalmud and an- 
other antient Book, Dem. Evang. Prop. 7, 


The learned 


78 25. If the Author of the Di/ſertation has 
Zolder Fews than theſe to 1 for his Ex- 
plication, he has injured his Argument in not 
producing them. That any Jews, ancient or 
modern, ever underſtood Mzcah v. 2. of Heze- 
ziab, was not aſſerted by Mr. Collins, who 


ſpeaks only of Zorobabel. It is an Obſervation, 


44/9 fiat 


1 had like to have ſaid an Invention, for which 
we are beholden to our preſent Author. It is 
true however, that the Jews of our Saviour's 
| time make it a part of Meſſiab's Character, 
that when he cometh no Man knoweth whence he 
1. But no certain Concluſion can be drawn from 
hence, that Bethlehem was not the expected Place 
of Meſſiab's Birth, unleſs it be firſt made our, 
that the Words whence he is cannot poſſibly ex- 
tend to his inmediate Parentage, but muſt neceſ- 
' farily mean the Place of his Nativity. How- 
ever, thus much is evident, that if ſome Fews 
in our Saviour's Days made it a part of his 
Character, that his Birth- place ſhould be un- 
known, John vii. 27. others as ſtrenuouſly con- 
tended for the contrary, that it was known and 
pointed out in the Scripture itſelf to be the 
: Town of Bethlehem; in all probability alluding 
Such an Application therefore of 


ewe 


q 


that Prophecy is no Diſparagement on any ac- 
2: count to the Goſpel of St. Mattherw. 

Objection the Tenth, p. 71. | 
1 2 St. Mat- 


(62) 


« St, Matthew betrays Ignorance in Chronology, 
ce by __O the whole Tranſaction of 7e. 
te ſus s Birth in the Reign of Herd When, ac- % 
“ cording to St. Luke, Feſus was not born till ma- 
te ny Years after Herod's Death, when Cyrenius, 
te being Governor of Syria, had laid a Tax on 
oy N which, tis certain, he could not have 
** done, had Herod, who was ſupreme Lord of 
e that Country, been alive. Beſides, Matthew con- }, 
te tradicts the Vulgar Ara of Chriſt's Nativity, 
e which does not commence till three Years after 5. 
ce the Death of Herod.” $: 

Anſwer. This has been a Difficulty with the 
Learned long ago ; and from them the Adverſa- 2 
ries of St. Matthew's Goſpel muſt have received 
full Satisfaction, though they ſtill continue the 41 
Objection, as their manner is. They might at i 
any time learn from Grotius, and more parti - 
cularly from Dr. Hammond, that the d i, 
mentioned in St. Luke, was not a Tax, but on- 
ly a Cenſus or Enrollment of Families, which, at 
the Command of Auguſtus, might be made even 
in the Life-time of Herod the Great, as well as 
after Fudea became a Roman Government. But 
the pleaſanteſt of all Objections in point of 
Chronology, is what follows, viz. that Matthes 
contradicts the Vulgar Ara of Chriſt's Nati- 
vity. As if the learned Moderns had not done f 
the ſame, 1. e. Scaliger, Archbiſhop Uſher and 
Petavius. He that would ſee this more effec- * 
tually cleared, may conſult Biſhop Chandler's 
4 "a of the Defence of Chriſtianity, p. 445 t 

ſeg. F 
Objection the Eleventh, p. 71. 


The 


| ( 63) 
e The Affair of the Wiſe-Men, the Slaughter of 
the Infants, the Journey of Chriſt into Ægypt, 
C- & and his return thence (a train of Notorieties 
recorded by St. Matthew) cannot well be recon- 
ciled to the total Silence of St. Luke in relation 
to them all.“ 
* Anſwer. This is an Objection at all times 
vnrea ſonable. Becauſe no Hiſtorian is ſuppoſed 
to mention all the Facts that happen within 
% the Compaſs of his Subject. But it never is fo 
ter pnreaſonable, as in the Writer of the Diſſerta- 
gion, who, p. 7. raiſes a Scruple againſt the four 
he 'Goſpels, as containing little more than a four- 
ſa- Fold Relation of the ſame Facts. How ſhall 
ed we pleaſe this humourſome Gentleman, who is 
he Ylike diffatisfied with the Evangeliſts, whether 
at they relate Facts jointly or ſeparately ? 
tU- * Objeftion the Twelfth, p. 71. 
Pn, | “That horrible Fact of Herod's ordering all the 
N- * Infants of a whole Town and Neighbourhood 
at tte to be ſlain, is ſubject to great Difficulty; for 


en #* how could ſo extraordinary a Fact happen in 
"i * the World, and no Hiſtorian, facred or pro- 
ut 


* phane, come to the Knowledge of it, ſave this 
of * Author only ?” 

JEW 1 That no facred Author but St. Matthew came 
at to the Knowledge of Herod's murdering the In- 
INC fants, is more than the Objector knows or can 
ind poſſibly prove. Their Silence concerning it is 
ec no good Argument. St. Matthew wrote firſt; 


ers and the following Evangeliſts thinking perhaps 
45, the Hiſtory of the Magi, and what followed 
thereupon, ſufficiently related by him, might 


4 purpoſely forbear to ſet down what they knew 
cy 


of 
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of thoſe Matters. Nor would it be 
der, if prophane Hiſtory had been altogether f., 


lent upon this Head, ſeeing we have ſcarce om 
Writer of this Sort extant, from whom wi 
might expect to hear it, except eee And 

e Silence of ©, 
a ſingle Hiſtorian is too inconſiderable to be 
attended to. But after all, it appears that H. 
rod's Murder of the Infants was a Fact not un 1 
known to Heathen Hiſtorians. For from fone 
of theſe Macrobius, in his Saturnalia, relate? 
that Auguſtus was told of the Bethlemitiſh Ma. 
ſacre of the Infants under two Years old b 
Herod. Great pains have been taken to diſcre 
dit this Teſtimony of Macrobius. Mr. Collin 
raiſes all the Duſt he poſſibly could, in orde 
to render this noble Evidence imperceprible 3 
But the learned Biſhop abovementioned has &< 
thoroughly cleared up this Fact, that the Autho 
of the Diſſertation thought it his diſcreetel| 
Way not to own any thing of Macrobiu; * 
Teſtimony, but with matchleſs Aſſurance bean 
down his Readers, that no Hiſtorian, ſacred o 
prophane, except St. Matthew, ever knew am 
thing of the Matter. It will be in vain for thi 
Writer to bring himſelf off, by alledging, tha 
Macrobius belongs to neither of theſe Claſſes, be 
cauſe he was a Chriſtian Writer, and probabl; ? 
copied it from St. Matthew's Goſpel, For M. 
Maſſon, in a ſet Tra, printed at the end of Biſhop 7 
Chandler's Vindication, has learnedly and indeed 
unanſwerably proved, that Macrobius was a ze 1. 
lous Pagan; and from the difference in their Ac. $! 
counts, that Macrobius did not take his out o 
St. Matthew's Goſpel. . Thu 


ſure a negative Argument from t 


Won. 
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n Thus much for the two Sorts of Gbjections 
f.. againſt St. Matthew's being the Author of the 
e Goſpel which goes by his Name. 


b. to compile a faithful Hiſtory of out Lord's 
He Life and Actions. Arid theſe we are next to 
lay together and to examine. 

Objection the Firſt, urged p. 18, 19, 20. 

Matthew relates many things of his Maſter, 
which he neither heard, nor ſaw, directly ſaid 
bj or done by him; ſuch are Mary's Virginity; De- 
cre te livery, and the Death of Chriſt; as alſo all that 
lin $6 paſſed from our Lord's Baptiſm, to the Call of 
rde te Matthew to the Apoſtleſhip, and ſome things 
ble te afterwards; vis. Chriſt's Transfiguration on the 

; ſe ke Mount, his Arraignment, the Proceedings there- 
hot *« on before the Chief Prieſts and Pilate, with the 
tel Facts attending his Reſurrection. Theſe things 
us fe the Evangeliſt muſt report from others: So that 
can fc one half of the Goſpel we are treating of is built 
| 0! Fe upon Tradition only.” Rs 
a } Anſwer. Though the Things related by Mat- 
thi Thew, that were previous to his Call, could 
tha not * all of them proceed from his own Know- 

be edge, yet he had undoubted Opportunities of 
ab knowing them from our Lord himſelf, or 


ſhop Some of our Lord's Words and Actions, previous to Matthero's 
deed Call, and recorded by him, might nevertheleſs proceed (as our 

Author oddly expreſſes himſelf) from his own Knowledge. Thoſe, 
Zed. I mean, which he uttered and performed, in or near Capernaum, 
Ac. Where Matthew's ordinary Reſidence was, whilſt he exerciſed the 
Office of a Publican, | 


"hui | 5 K from 


WY Another Species of Cavils there is, which 
ſtends to prove; that ſuppoſing Matthew to have 
written the ſaid Goſpel, he was not qualified 


PS . oa i aa oc 


wrote, being alſo an Eye and an Ear-witneſs 


| Matthew's Goſpel had been built on Tradition 


666) 


from the Bleſſed Virgin, whoſe Kinſwoman Aary, 
the Wife of“ Alphaus, was Mother to our 2 
Evangeliſt, or from the Apoſtles that were cal- 
led before him. So alſo for the Tranſactions, 
at which St. Matthew was, not perſonally. pre- 
ſent, after his Call to the Apoſtolate, St. Mat- 
thew therefore living in the time of which he 


to moſt of the Facts and Sayings related by him, 
and having Opportunities of converſing with 
thoſe who could upon their own. Knowledge 
certify the reſt, 1s a moſt credible Hiſtorian ; 
and if not half only, but the whole of St. 


of this Sort, it had nevertheleſs been worthy of 
Belief. 

Objection the Second, p. 34, 35, 36, 37, 38. 

e Matthew publiſhed his Goſpel, according to 
« Iren&@us, when Peter and Paul were at Rome; 
« which the moſt accurate Chronologers place in 
« the Year fixty-four, at ſooneſt. For then, ſay 
ce they, the Perſecution began at Rome under Nero, 
te in which thoſe two Apoſtles are ſuppoſed to have 
« {uttered together. And foraſmuch as God (ſay 


It is ſurprizing, that any Doubt ſhould remain with learned 
Men, whether Levi and Matthew were the ſame Perſon or not. 
The Hiſtory. of the former's Call in St. Mark is ſo perfectly 
Parallel to Mat. 1x. 9. where our Evangeliſt's Vocation is men- 
tioned, that one and the ſame Perſon muſt be meant in both 
Places. Groetias's Argument on the contrary, that Levi, ſaid by 
St: Mark to entertain our Lord, was not Matthew, who left all 
immediately upon his Converſion, betrays ſtrange forgetfulneſs. 
Far this Circumſtance is not expreſly related of St. Matthero ; but 
St. Luke, chap. v. ver. 28. directly ſays of Levi, that he left all; 
and yet adds in the very next Verſe, that Levi made a great Fealt 
for Jeſus, in his own Houle, | 
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X ſome Proteſtants) always acts by natural Means, 
X*< fo the ſame Proteſtants conceive no Mem 
ec ſufficient to retain ſuch a Number of Facts, Ser- 
* mons, Doctrines, Promiſes, Prophecies and cur- 


X#* fory Sayings of Chriſt ſo long a time, without 


great Omiſſion. The Goſpel then of St. Mat- 
thew was not wrote till at leaſt ſixty-four- or 
* ſixty-five Yeats after our Saviour's Nativity, and 
#* above thirty Years after his Crucifixion : when 
F< (notwithſtanding the Aſſertion of the Biſhop of 
London, in his Paſtoral Letter to the contrary) 


Matters were not freſh in Memory; nor could 


ee the Enemies to Chriſtianity then detect the 


* Evangeliſt, however guilty of Falſhood ; be- 


e cauſe the ſacred Writings of the New Teſta- 
e ment could not be obtained by the Heathens, 
* but through Force and Stealth for above three 
*< hundred Years. Thoſe Chriſtians, who deli- 
e vered up their Goſpels to the Heathens, though 
they did it under the utmoſt Threats of Tor- 
ments and Death, yet were branded with the 
infamous Name of Traditores, i. e. givers up or 
F* betrayers of the Myſteries, and for which they 
e did ſevere Penance, and were made incapable 
*# of the Prieſt hood. 

Anſwer. This Objection is remarkably de- 
fective, both in point of Reaſoning and of Truth. 


For Irenæus does not ſay barely, that Matthew 


— his Goſpel, when Peter and Paul 
were at Nome; but that he did this whilſt 


' Fthoſe Apoſtles preached there and laid the 


Foundation of the Church, which doubtleſs 
was the firſt Work they went upon. And as 
Paul, the laſt Comer, arrived there, according 
1 | K 2 to. 
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to Biſhop Pearſin, in February, Anno 61. fo it B 
probable St. Matthew's Goſpel was written that 
very Year, or at lateſt the Year after, i. e. Anm 
62. But our Author is poſitive, the moſt ac. 


curate Chronologers place the time that theſe * 


"4 
® 
1 
. 2 #.1 
A 
4 


1 


„ 


= 

1 
9 
. 


Apoſtles were at Rome, in the Year 64 at ſoon- ; 
eſt. For which he gives a moſt admirable Rea- % 
ſon ; that then the Perſecution, under Nero, be- 
gan at Rome, in which thoſe two Apoſtles ſuf. 
fered together. As if thoſe Apoſtles could not 
have been at Rome ſome Years before the begin- 
ning of Nero's Perſecution, and yet ſuffer toge- 
ther ſome time in that Perſecution, What Shuf. 
fling is here to gain the ſmall Advantage of 
two or three Years in the late Publication of 
St. Matthew's Goſpel? But ſuppoſing, as out 
Author would have it, that this Goſpel was 4: 
not compiled till thirty-one Years after our 
Lord's Crucifixion ; why then he has Proteſtant; *« 
ready to vouch, that no Memory would be ſuf. 
ficient to retain all the Particulars of which 4 
| that Goſpel ought to conſiſt, without great O- 3 
i miſſion. If to this it ſhould be replied, that Y 
| beſides his hare Memory, he had the Aſſiſtance i 
of the Holy Ghoſt, to bring all neceſſary Parti- 
culars to his remembtance, he makes the ſame 2 
Proteſtants anticipate this, by laying it down a #c 
a Maxim, that God acts always by natural i 
means, 1. e. he never works Miracles, never 
breaks in upon Nature. But who are theſe 
Protęſtants, that argue ſo utterly unlike rea- 
ſonable Men or Chriſtiang? As to this, our 
Author deſires to be excuſed, NMuaves may ® 


. 
* 
1 
+ 
* 
5 
. 
F - 
+ 
* 
i < 
| 
* 


” 
#2 
* 
* 
TL 
7 


forge Teſtimonies, but none, fave Fools, will a 
- Wo e is el 


: va 
* 
* . 4 
TY 
at 


669) 


Hetect themſelves, by referring to Places, where 
Sc will be in vain to look for them. But if 
m any Writer, Proteſtant or Papiſt, has ſaid ſome- 
c- thing like this, it will be a ſufficient Vindica- 
ſe tion of St. Matthew from this Objection, to 
n- obſerve, that it proceeds upon a Suppoſition 
a- q utterly falſe, viz. That this Evangeliſt, from 
be- the time of our Lord's Aſcenſion, to the Pub- 
uf. lication of his Goſpel, had never recollected 
10! Fthe Particulars of our Lord's Hiſtory ; whereas, 
in- during that Interval, it was his daily Work to 
ze- preach and declare theſe Things. An ordi- 
uf- nary Memory therefore, exerciſed by perpetual 
of Repetition of the Goſpel Hiſtory, might re- 
of Frain it all for ever ſo great a Number of 
Dur Fears. So that St. Matthew, though writing 
vas above thirty Years after our Lord's crucifixion, 
dur Was not even naturally the worſe qualified to 
nr; compile his Hiſtory. Nor does this Diſtance 
uf. of Time between the Events of the Goſpel 
ich fand their being committed to writing by St. 
O- Matthew, at all affect my Lord of London's 
hat Aſſertion, That the Goſpels were written and 
ner Fpubliſhed while the Matters were freſh in Me- 
rti · mory, and while many Perſons were living vu 
me wanted not Inclination to detect them, if they 
| as could have been convitted of Falſhood, fo far as 


aral it relates to our Evangeliſt, though the Diſſer- 
yer tation Writer oppaſes the Fact and the Aſſertion, 
1eſe as inconſiſtent with each other. We know that 
rea- in all Times and Countries, there are thouſands 


our of Perſons living, who perfectly remember the 
nay State of Things for more than 30 or 40 Years paſt, 
and who, upon the mere ſtrength of their Memo- 


will 
* 1 ries, 
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ries, could detect any falſe relation of publick 
Matters, within that Compaſs of Time. Nay, * 
if we make his Lordſhip accountable for his Po-— 


fition in the moſt rigorous Senſe, and extend it di 


to the Time, when the laſt of the four Goſpels, * 
that according to St. Joby was written, even 
then it is likely, that many Perſons were living + 
who could have detected that Apoſtle, if his + 
e had contained any Falſhoods. For his E 
Goſpel was compoſed, according to Dr. Mill, 


An. 97. i. e. ſixty four Years after our Saviour's I 


Deceaſe. Thoſe Perſons therefore, who at the 


Age of eighteen Years, were Witneſſes to the IV 


beginning of our Lord's Miniſtry, at the Time 
of St. John's publiſhing his Goſpel, would not 
exceed the Age of eighty five; and that many 
Perſons, thus much advanced in Years, ſhould i 
be living at the ſame time, is no hard Suppoſi- 
tion. Nay, fix and twenty Years after this, Au- 
dratus, in an Apology for the Chriſtians preſented - 
to Adrian the Emperor, affirms that himſelf had 
ſeen very many that had been relieved by our 
Lord from various Calamities, and who had been 
raiſed from the Dead *. As to the laſt Thing 
advanced in this Objection, that the Heathens, 
whilſt ſuch Perſons were living as were capable 
of detecting Falſhoods in the Goſpels, could not 

appeal to them for the Purpoſe, becauſe they Te 


knew not the Contents of thoſe Books, not be- bot 


ing able to obtain them but through Force and 


Stealth for ſome hundreds of Years ; this is an fir 


| Jerom. Catal. Script. Ecclef, ſub Nom. Quadrat. Euſeb. H. E. 
J. 4 C. LL ; 


Aſſertion 


2 * 
2 
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Aſſertion directly falſe and ſcandalous, as well as 

zmpertinent. For if in fact the Heathens did 
come by thoſe Books, as our Author owns they 
did, the Biſhop's Argument for the Veracity of 
the Goſpels from the Silence of the Heathen 
under ſuch Opportunities of canvaſſing and ex- 


amining them, remains unanſwerable. But re- 


ally there is no juſt Reaſon to ſuppoſe that the 
Enemies to Chriſtianity laboured under any ſuch 


Difficulty of obtaining the ſacred Writings of the 
New Teſtament, as is ſuggeſted by the Author of 
the Diſſertation. His only Pretence for it is, a 
Miſrepreſentation of a Piece of Eccleſiaſtical Hit- 
Rory, which, when rightly apprehended, does 
great Honour to the Chriſtian Religion. It was 
the Cuſtom of the Heathen Perſecutors, among 
other Forms of abjuring and renouncing that 
Profeſſion, to require that the Men of it, when 
ſubdued by Fears or by actual Tortures, ſhould 
ſurrender their Bible to be contemptuouſly uſed 
and burnt. And generally ſpeaking, ſuch was 
the Zeal and Firmneſs of the primitive Believers, 
that they choſe to deliver up their Lives rather 
than the Oracles of God. Bur if any ſaved them- 
ſelves by ſuch mean Submiſſions, notwithſtanding 
the Plea from human Infirmity, they were brand- 
ed for Cowardice in the Chriſtian Warfare, and 
teproachfully termed Traditores. But in any 
other Caſe, though only that of ſatisfying the 
Curioſity of an inquifitive Heathen, we never 
find it was held criminal for a Diſciple of Feſus, 
to ſhew or to give Copies of the New Teſtament 
Books. So far from this, that in quiet Times, 
and when they apprehended no ill Ulage ” "e 
1 | acre 
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facred Writings, the Chriſtians were forward to 
thruſt them into the Hands of the Gentiles, in 
order to their Converſion. Thus Euſebius, ſpeak- ? 
ing of the Succeſſors to the Apoſtles, who lived 
early in the ſecond Century ſays, © That leaving 

e their native Places they diſcharged the Office 
of Evangeliſts, being ambitious to preach Chriſti, 
« and to deliver the Book of the Divine Goſ- 
« pels to ſuch as had never yet heard the Word 
« of Faith.” Euſeb. Eccleſ. Hit. J. 3. c. 37. Nor 
does the Hiſtorian blame them for Indiſcretion, 
on this Score, but highly commends them for fo 1 
doing. In a Word, the Apologiſts for Chriſtiani- % 
ty in the ſecond and third Centuries freely com- 
municated to the Heathen Powers the ſummary Þ 
Senſe of the Goſpels; and neither Celſus nor \ 
Porphyry ever reproached their believing Adver- f 
faries with any Conduct like this, but, on the 
contrary, pretended to a thorough Knowledge of i 
the Sacred Writings, The Miſrepreſentation 
therefore of fo known a Caſe muſt be charged on % 
our Author, as done with a wilful Defign of miſ- F 
leading ignorant and unwary Readers into an 
Opinion, that Chriſtianity was a Cauſe, that % 
would not bear Examination, and therefore its 
original Records were induſtrioufly concealed till 
it was too late to detect the Falſhoods therein. * 

Objection the third urged, p. 52. q 
Eccleſiaſtical Writers agree tlrat the Origi- 
« nal itfelf of St. Matthew's Goſpel was ſome- 
time or other corrupted z which amounts even 
te to a Demonſtration, that the firſt Converts ? 
« (the Corruptors) never believed it of Divine In- f 
“ ſpiration; but knew it rather to have been 
N „compiled 
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to compiled by one among themſelves, fiot only 
in F liable ro miſtake, but who had actually miſ- 
4. * taken in thoſe Facts or Points, in which they 
ed c ſo readily and without ſeruple made Alterati- 
ng * ons; for what elſe could determinè thoſe Chri- 
cy #* ſtians to alter and adulterate a Goſpel, which 
% F was wrote to oblige themſelyes by an inſpi- 
of. i * ref Apoſtle too, and a Friend of their owt! 
Id te chooſing. 


or 7} Anſwer. The Original of St. Matthew's Goſ⸗ 
on, pel might at ſome time be corrupted ; and yet it 
ſo Fill hot follow that thi firſt Converts and Con- 


ai. Femporaries with the Apoſtles were the Cor- 
m- Fuptors. Beſides, Ecclefiaſtical Writers do not 
ry impute the Alterations in St. Matthew's Original 
10r Fo thoſe very individual Converts, for whoſe ſaks 
er- the Evangeliſt wrote his Goſpel, but to their Suc- 


the ceſſors. Laſtly; The Inſtantes of Alterations; 
of pretended to have been made in that Goſpel, 
ion were no expreſs Contradictions to atly thing al- 
on feady there, but generally Additions and Enlarge- 
ail- Snents only. From all which it follows. Firſt; 


That the J7eriſh Convetts; who retained the Ori- 
ginal of St. Matthew pure and unadulterated, be- 
4 ieved it was of Divine Infpiration. Secondly, 
That the Succeſſors of theſe Men, who added to 
that Original, do not appear to have done it ſo 


much as upon a Belief that the Compiler of it 
ig: was liable to miſtake, or actually miſtaken, but 
ne- only in order to have a fuller Account of fome 


things briefly related by St. Matthew, and to per- 
petuate other hiſtorical Facts, about which that 
} Lvangeliſt had been wholly filenr. 


lee N L | And 


And now having anſwered all the Cavils of the 
Author of the Diſſertation againſt St. Mattbews 
being Compiler of the Goſpel aſcribed to him, 


and againſt his having the neceſſary Qualities of 
a faithful and well informed Hiſtorian, I proceed 
next to confider whatever has been ſaid by the 
Author aforeſaid, to prove that this Goſpel, bß 
wrhomſoever it was written, has not been faith- ? 


fully tranſmitted to us. 


Objection the firſt, p. 48. 


« The Antients unanimouſly affirm that the 
« Apoſtle Matthew compoſed his Goſpel in He- 
« brew; whereas the Goſpel we now make uſe ! 
« of, according to ſome Moderns of great Name, 
te cannot be the ſame, but another whoſe Ori- 
« ginal it ſeems was Greek, So that we have loſt 
« St. Matthew's Hebrew Goſpel, and a Greek one. 
<« js tranſmitted to us in its ſtead, of whoſe Au- 


« thority we know nothing.” 


Anſwer. Thoſe Moderns of great Name, who 
affirm the Goſpel according to St. Matthew, now 
in uſe, to have been originally Greek, ſuppoſe the 
Antients to have been miſtaken in declaring that 
the Apoſtle Matthew compoſed his Goſpel in 
Hebrew. But which Opinion ſoever we eſpouſe, 
the faithful Tranſmiſſion of that Goſpel is not 
thereby brought in Queſtion. For the Fathers, 
whether right or wrong in their Perſuaſion about 
the original Language of the Goſpel, are never- * 
theleſs unanimous that their preſumed Greek 
Verſion contained the ſame Doctrines and Fatt ? 
with St. Matthew's Hebrew, And if we have the 
true Hiſtory of our Lord tranſmitted to us, 1 | 
. the 
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the Apoſtle at firſt wrote it, his Goſpel is to all 


Intents and Purpoſes of Chriſtianity faithfully 
* tranſmitted to us, be it Verſion, or be it Original, 
which we now have in our Hands. So that at 
all Adventures, we have the Goſpel of St. Mat- 
thaw in Senſe and Subſtance the ſame as he deli- 
vered it. 
all Antiquity. No one Catholick Chriſtian ever 
doubted but that his Copy of St. Matthew's Goſ- 


And to this we have the Evidence of 


pel was in the main faithful and genuine. Nay 


the earlieſt Hereticks never ſeem to have denied 
that any of the Goſpels were the Works of thoſe, 
vwhoſe Names are prefixed to them, or that they 
had been untruly handed down in the received 
Exemplars. What they chiefly pretended, as we 
learn from Jrenæus was, That the Apoſtles 
ied before they had a perfect Knowledge, and they 
boaſted themſelves to be the Correfors of the 
-\ | Apoſtles, l. 3. c. 1. They denied that the Truth 
could be learned from the Scriptures, by any one wha 
das a Stranger to Tradition; meaning thereby 
not the written and conſtant Fudgment of the Apoſ- 
tolical Churches, but a certain Oral Cabbala, of 
which chemſelves alone were the Depoſitaries. 
They infiſted that this fort of Tradition, and not 
i be written Scriptures, contained the Truth, St, 
Paul, they ſaid, meant this by the Wiſdom he ſpaſte 
among thoſe that were 
. mong 


Title of Viſdom in this Senſe, 


preach- 


perfect, and each Man a- 
them dignified his own Whims with the 
They held them - 


ſelves to be wiſer than the Elders, or even the 
Apoſtles, and that they alone bad found out the fin- 
cer Truth, whilſt the T_T Blended the Things 4 
L 2 100 
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the Law with the Doctrines of our Saviour; Nay, 
that not only the Apoſtles hut our Lord himſelf, * 
ometimes ſpale from the Demiurgus, ſometimes from 
be Mediety, and ſometimes again from the Summity; 
but, that they (che Hereticks) did undoubtedly, * 

urely and ſincerely know the ſudden Myſtery, Iren, 
.3, c. 2. Now let the whole World judge if 
theſe Hereticks, moſt of whom lived in the very 
next Succeſſion to the Apoſtles, would have had 
recourſe to ſuch monſtrous Principles as theſe, 3 
to get rid of the Scripture Authorities, if they 
had been able to have objected to the Genuine- 
neſs of the New Teſtament Books, and eſpecially 
of the Goſpels. In particular had theſe Men 
known (as _— they muſt the Truth of theſe %$ 
Things, that the Greek Goſpel of St. Matthew, 
then in the Hands of the Church, had been an 
unfaithful Verſion or Copy of that Evangeliſt; * 
Original; or had they but ſuſpected thus much, 
how eaſy had it been to reject the Authority of 
that Book, without the immodeſt Pretence of 
correcting him and his Brother Apoſtles? This 
therefore, though a negative Evidence in favour 
of the Body of Goſpels received in the Church, 
Is little leſs than a Demanſtration of their be- 
ing 90 Tranſeripts from their inſpired Qri- 
mals. 2 - 
Objection the ſecond, p. 49, 50, 51, 
*The Fathers tell us that the Nazarenes be. 
*© gan to ſtuff che griginal Hebrew Goſpel of St 
% Matthes very ſoon with their qwn Invention 
tt and that the Ebiouite Goſpel tog (another 
f Branch of it) was ſtill more corrupt, Thi 


.« ul 
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& is the Voice of all Antiquity. The faithful 
FTranſmiſſion which the Paſtoral Letter con- 


tends for (if we reſpect Matthew's Goſpel only) 
can never be made fairly to appear from Ec- 
clefiaſtical Hiſtory only, it being impoſſible, in 
the Nature of the Thing, admitting, as that 
does, the Original of it to have been corrupt- 
ed, If you will aſſert the Hebrew Original re- 
F mained entire, till ſuch time as a Tranſcript, 


or elſe our preſent Verſion was made from it, 


yet how ſhall that appear? No one Gentile 
F Father having ever ſeen or pretended to have 
* ſeen Matthew's Original. Papias, who lived 
after the Commencement of the ſecond Age, 
* ſays, that Matthew having wrote his Goſpel in 
Hebrew, every one interpreted it as he was 
able. Upon which Dr. Wh:tby obſerves, that 


g Papias knew nothing of any authentick Ver- 


ſion of Matthew's Goſpel, en by the 
e Apoſtles, and looked upon in his Time as ca- 
# nonical, by the Church. But if the Gentile 
# Church had obtained no one approved Verſion 
# ſo late as after the beginning of the ſecond 
F Century (before which time it is univerſally 
allowed the Nazarenes had corrupted their 
& Original) from whoſe Hands, or by what Means 
or Teſtimony could the Church afterwards 
% procure it, except only by a new Revela- 
n 

3 Anſwer, The Principles, upon which any one 


of the Fathers charge the Nazarenes and Ebionites 


ich corrupting the original Hebrew Goſpel of 
Br. Matthew, tuppoſe the Greek of that Goſpel 
Jo be a faithful T ranſmiſſion; becauſe they knew 
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dation, without ſuppoſing the Truth of that 


which it is brought to deſtroy? In a Words the 


State of the Caſe ſtands thus. If Matthew 


we 


See Dr. Mangey's Anſwer to Teland s Nazarenus. 


WW. - 


Goſpel has been honeſtly handed down to us 

3 in this reſpect all we want; but if the 
juſtneſs of its Tranſmiſſion be at all doubtful, ii 
can never be made appear, that the Na garen 
and Ebionites corrupted the Hebrew Goſpel at all; 
and conſequently all the Stir made by our Au. 
thor concerning this ſuppoſed Corruption, eſta. 
bliſhes what it was intended to ſubvert, Befides 
the Fact itſelf, that the Nazarenes were origi- 
nally the firſt Chriſtian Converts *, and that they 
ever were poſſeſſed of the original Hebrew of St 
Matthew's Goſpel, is very much and very juſth : 
queſtioned by learned Men. This is fo far from 
being the Voice of all Antiquity, as the Author * 
of the Diſſertation affitms, that almoſt four en. 


3 
.* 
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that Goſpel, as it was received and read in their 
Churches, to be a faithful Tranſcript ;* therefore 
they judged from the Diſagreement between it, 
and the Hebrew Copies among the Nazarene. 
and Ebionites, that theſe laſt muſt have added to 
and otherwiſe. corrupted that Original. This 
therefore being the entire Grounds, on which it 
was ever pretended that St. Matthew's original 
Hebrew had been corrupted, how difingenuous i; 
it in the Author of the Diſſertation, to make that 
an Argument againſt the faithful Tranſmiſſion of 
the Goſpel according to St. Matthew, as we now 
have it, which, upon Enquiry, has no 2 Foun- 
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zeit ire Centuries paſſed without the leaſt mention of 
ore any ſuch Chriſtian Sect, as that of the Naxa- 


it, Frenes, or of the Hebrew Goſpel of St. Matthew 
ene: being extant, either among them or the Ebionites. 
| to Epiphanius and Ferom are the firſt Eccleſiaſtical 
his Writers that ſpeak of the Nazarenes, and of their 


Þfing che authentick Hebrew of St. Matthew. And 
inal pet all the Paſſages produced by either of them 
18 is Wiffer from that Goſpel as we now have it. Nor 
that lo they pretend that they had either H/tory or 
n of Jradition for calling the Nazarene Goſpel the o- 
ow figinal Hebrew of St. Matthew. It ſeems to have 
Þeen only the Judgment of their own Times, 
founded perhaps on no better a Reaſon, than that 
given by Epiphanius, who thinks the Hebrew Goſ- 
pel of the Ebionites muſt be that of St. Mattbew, 
decauſe St, Matthew alone made a Publication of 
he Goſpel in the Hebrew Language and Cha- 
tacter. The ſame Argument held for the Goſ- 
pel of the Nazarenes, though in many reſpects 
flifferent from that of the Ebionites, and muſt 
- Þave held for twenty other Hebrew Goſpels, if 
ſo many had then been extant, though diſagree- 
ing ever ſo much among themſelves. Another 
Reaſon why we ought not too haſtily to give into 
the Accounts of Epiphanius and Ferom, when 
hey tell us that the Nazarenes and Ebionites uſed 
the authentick Hebrew of St. Matthew, is that 
hoſe Sets themſelves aſſigned no ſuch Title to 
heir own Goſpels. The Ebionites of old, eo Evan- 
gelio quod eſt ſecundum Mattheum ſolo utebantur, 
tays Ireng@us, I. 3. c. 11. But this was ſpoken of 
the pure and uninterpolated Goſpel of that 
4 Name, 
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ecived in the Church, which the Ebionites uſed: 


But beſides this they had another with the Title 
of the Goſpel according to the Hebrews, or accord. 


in the intermediate Times had been quoted by 


Clemens Alexandrinus, Origen and Euſebius, as an 
Hpocryphal Goſpel: And this Goſpel Epipbanius Þ 
himſelf tells us the Ebionitet called, not the Goſ- 
pel according to St. Matthew, but the Goſpel ac. 


cording to the Hebrews, Hær. 30 *. So allo St 


Jerom, in many Places of his Works, ſpeaking 
of the Nagartne Goſpel, calls it the Goſpel en- Þ 
titled, according to the Hebrews, and once accord- 
ing to the Apoſtles, but never makes the Goſpel * 
of St. Matthew to have been its current Title, 
among the Sect to which it belonged. And in- 
deed the internal Character of the Ebhionite Gof- © 
pel makes it abſurd to aſcribe it to St. Matthew, T 
or to any other particular Apoſtle ; for accord: ? 


* There is indeed a Paſſage in Epiphanius, in which, as Mr. © 
Jones has rendered it (New and Full Method of ſettling Canonical 
Authority of the New Teſtament, Vol. 1. p. 337.) that Father ii 
made to affirm that the E5ionites called their Goſpe), the Goſpel 
according to St. Matthew. But that learned Gentleman has mil! 
tranſlated Epiphanius, whoſe Words are: E, r@ yew may cur | 
Gucry iN, xare Mar OA Ary/onaw, Which Words ought to be ren?“ 
dered thus: In the Goſpel that is among them, which is called iii 
Goſpel according to Matthew. But every one ſees that Epiphanius 
does not ſay that the Goſpel of the Elionites was termed by them- 3 
ſelves, the Goſpel according to St. Matthew. Indeed the contrary K 
to this appears before we get to the End of this very Sentence; in 
which he expreſly tells us, *E&paizoy > Toro zxAodoy, The Ebionitti © 


call this the Hebrez) Gofpel, i. e. according to the Hebrews. 
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Name, which was the only Goſpel of thoſe re. 


ing to the twelve Apoſtles, the fare which Epi- | 
pbanius and Ferom afterwards reported to be the 
authentick Hebrew of St. Matthew, and which 


2 
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|. og to the Accounts given of it by Epiphanius, it 


d. peaks in the Name of no fingle Perſon, but of 
tle the twelve Apoſtles, ſaying, There was a certain 
d. Man, named Jeſus, about thirty Years old, who 
bi-. cboſe us: After which immediately follows a pre- 


he Fended Speech of Jeſuss, in which he declares 
ch his Choice of the twelve Apoſtles by Name. 
by This was what gave the Eb:01:t1fh Goſpel the Title 
an of the Goſpel according to the twelve Apoſtles, and 
nut as the Nazarene Goſpel has the very fame Title 
of: in St. Ferom's Works, ſo no doubt but the ſame 


ac- Paragraph was found there alſo. Upon the whole 
St, then it appears, that the Hebrew authentick Goſ- 
ing pel found among the Nazarenes and Ebionites, 


en: and perpetually oppoſed by the Author of the 
rd- Diſſertation, to the preſent Greek of that Evan- 
ſpel geliſt, is a Notion extremely uncertain, if not a 
tle, Vire Chimera, and upon no Account worthy 
bf that Streſs, which the late and preſent Advo- 
. Tates for Infidelity lay upon it. After this who 
ran help ſmiling to ſee our Author drawing up 
ord- formal Arguments for the Hebrews in Defence 

of their Authenticum Matthœi, againſt the Gen- 
; Mr. Files and their Greek Verſion of that Evangeliſt, 


_ 9.47. Arguments that never did nor ever could 
Be poſſibly be offered? Or to obſerve him, p. 5 1. 
miſ Jaying out Matters between the Nazarenes and 
Tien, the Gentile Chriſtians, merely on the Foot of In- 
2 th vention. But to return. Since it does not ap- 
be. pear certain, or even probable, that the original 
ntrarn THebreto of St. Matthew was ever corrupted, there 
e; i" is no Reaſon to diſtruſt the faithful Tranſmiſſion 


of his preſent Greek Goſpel, ſuppoſing it to be a 
; Verſion. Further, ſince the Original of St. Matthero, 
: j M admitting 
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admitting it to be Hebrew, was always pure, it & 


matters not by whom the Greek Verſion was 
made, nor how or by whom it was authenticated, 


The Church of Chriſt, whoſe Concern it was to 


ſee that Work faithfully done, appears to have 
been thoroughly ſatisfied ; and neither Hereticks 
nor Gentile Unbelievers have objected againſt the 
Fidelity of the Tranſlation, nor its juſt and uni- 
verſal Reception. We therefore, at this Diſtance 
of Time, * no Reaſon to be uneaſy, but to 
admit the Faithfulneſs of that Act, as we do of 
other ancient ones, to which no juſt Exception 
can otherwiſe be made, though we have not the 
preciſe Hiſtory and Circumſtances of its Veriſica- 
tion. As to the preſent Greek of St. Matthew, if 
it be a Tranſlation, we have great Reaſon to be- 
lieve, that it is the ſame with that which the 
Church received in the Days of the Apoſtles 
themſelves. For in the Writings of the firſt 
Century, and the very Beginning of the ſecond, 
we have Quotations from the Goſpel of St. Mat- 
thew, which though not exact and literal, yet 
often agree with the preſent Greek in peculiar 
Turns of Expreſſion *. So that in a very few 
Years after the Publication of St. Matthew's Gol- 
pel, and before the Deſtruction of Feruſalem, 
we have Reaſon to think that his preſent Greek 
Goſpel, be it Original or be it a Verſion, 


* Whoever wants Satisfaction in this Particular, may conſult 
Mr. Jones's New and Full Method of ſettling the Canonical Authority 
of the New Teſtament, Vol. 3. c. 2. where he will find Inftances 
of this kind, by comparing the Citations out of St. Matthere there 
collected from Barnabas, Clemens Romanus, Ignatius and Polycarp 
with the preſent Greek Text. 
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was received both in the Eaſtern and Weſtern 


410 hurches. The Teſtimony of Papas does not 
to weaken this Concluſion, For he does not fay 
vel | hat in his own Time each interpreted the He” 
:; brew Golpel of St. Matthew as he was able. Fot 


he ſpeaks in the Time paſt, the very Time when 
Bt. Matthew publiſhed his Hebrew Goſpel. And 
then indeed, till an authentick Verſion was pre- 
ared, every one was to come at the Evangeliſt's 
eaning, in the beſt Manner he could. But this 
foes not hinder, but that in a little time, ſuch 
2 Verſion might be made which put an End 
. to all private Interpretation, and was received 
ir by the Gentile Chriſtians into their Canon of 
Scripture, and has ever fince continued to be a 
part of that Canon. 


l Odjection the Third, 5. 52. 
wy. ha The Goſpel of St. Matthew, now in our 
1 Hands and the Nazarene, did differ very ma- 
* terially from each other. But the Queſtion 
* „ ſtill remains, whether the Additions in the 
er latter are really Interpolations or rather part 
s of the Original Goſpel ? Or whether thoſe firſt 
1 Converts and Cotemporaries with the Apoſtles, 
W if they did add or interpolate, had not good 
ae * Reaſon and Authority for ſo doing ? Many 
ee & learned Men ſuppoſe they had; and then it 
on, 4 will follow, ſuppoſing both Goſpels had the 
an ? fame Original, that our preſent . Copies are 
ri # retrenched or not ſo faithfully tranſmitted 
nces as they ought to have been, p. 53. That 
:ary © they corrupted it at all, ſeems a mere Slander 
of the Gertile Fathers without Foundation, in 
Was order to magnify their own Goſpel, In regard 
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e great Encomiums are given the Nazarehe Gol, 4 
« pel, as well by thoſe who have thought it al? 
„ diſtin&t Original, as by thoſe who have con. | 
« ceived it of the ſame Origin with our preſent? 


“ Goſpel.” | 


Anſwer. That our preſent Greek Goſpel differs | 
from the Nazarene one, we readily admit 
They are ſo different as ſcarce to have amm 
thing the ſame, if we may judge by the Frag. 
ments of the latter now remaining. And I hope 
I have made it appear, that there was probably ? 
as little Agreement between the Original Hebren 
of St. Matthew, and that uſed by the Nazarene. 
Since therefore they were in all likelihood dif? 
tint Goſpels, our Ver Copies are not to be 
condemned for unfaithful Tranſmiſſion, becauf 
they do not contain what was never in ther 
Original, but always in a ſeparate Goſpel. Bu 
ſuppoſe for once, that the Nazarene Goſpel ant 
ours had one Original, St. Matthew's Agri 
and that thoſe who added what is now in th 
Nazarene Goſpel, had Reaſon and Authority fu 
ſo doing, it is ſtill monſtrous Reaſoning in dh 
Author of the Diſſertation, thence to argue 
that our preſent Copies are retrenched or not i 
faichfully tranſmitted as they ought to har, 
been, for no other Reaſon, but becauſe they a 
free from ſuch Interpolations. For Addition 
however juſtifiable or expedient, are ſtill diſtin® 
from the Original; and to complain that Col8 
pies, which want ſuch Additions, are retrenche 
or unfaithfully tranſmitted, is filly, as well ® 
unjuſt, But indeed the Additions, as our Auth® 
calls them, or rather the Fragments of i. 

2 Nazari* 
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0. Nazarene Goſpel, are utterly void both of Rea- 
it à Jon and Authority. The Accounts given of the 
on Nazarene and Ebionite Goſpels by Epipbanius 
ſent prove, that the Nazarene had all that Ebion's 

[3 oſpel had and more. But the Ebionite Goſpel, 


ffen as Mr. Jones in his firſt Volume of New and full 
mit, Method, p. 376. & ſequ. has fairly proved, con- 
am tains ſome things notoriouſly falſe, others that 
are impious, and others again that are weak and 
ſilly. To what he has obſerved, I would only 
add an Inſtance of an egregious Anachroniſm. 
Every one knows, that the Birth of our Lord 


happened but two or three Years before the 


rene 

| dif. Death of Herod the Great; and our Author, as 
o be well as his Predeceſſors in Infidelity, quarrel with 
cauf St. Matthew, for placing Chriſt's Nativity too 


thei high, by eleven Years. But the Ebionite and 
Bu probably the Nazarene Goſpel, places not only 
| ant his Birth, but his Baptiſm at thirty Years of 
Age, within the Compaſs of the ſame Herod's 
Reign. For their Goſpel, according to Epi- 
pbanius, began thus: It came to paſs in the 
Days of Herod, King of Judæa, that Jobn came 
\rgue Ybaptizing, &c. Whereas by all the Accounts, 
not both of ſacred and prophane Hiſtory, Pilate 
har was then Governor of Fudea, and no one of 
ey al the Name of Herod had been King of that 
ition Country fince Herod the Great, who had then 
iſtin@ been dead fix or ſeven and twenty Years. Such 
t CoSuinconſfiſtent Creatures are the Enemies of Reli- 
anche gion. They ſtrain at a Gnat in a Canonical 
7e1l i Goſpel, but can ſwallow a Camel in favour of an 
Luthe Apocryphal one. 
Ff ch 
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Objection the Fourth. p. 54, 


7 


| 55. | 
« If the Goſpel we now 1 according 


« to St. Matthew, was wrote originally in Greek, 
c jt manifeſtly ſtands upon a very uncertain 
« Foundation. For the Original Greek was 


« never ſo much as heard of, referred to, or 


« mentioned by any one Chriſtian Writer, as 
te then exiſting any where; but the immediate 
« Hebrew Tranſlation alſo of that (7reek hath 
« been miſling ever ſince St. Terom's Time, or 
e very ſoon after, i. e. above thirteen hundred 


t Years. So that now what the Exgliſb Church 


« makes uſe of and builds her Faith upon, 
t and which is called particularly in the Front 
«© of our Teſtament, a Tranſlation out of the 


% Original Greek, is in truth no other than 


« what is generally reputed by our pre- 
4 ſent learned Clergy A very faulty 
c Tranſlation, from a modern Greek Edition 
© of a bad Greek Tranſlation, out of the loſt 
«© Hebrew Tranſlation, from a Greek Original, 
© that was never ſeen.” 

Anſwer. If the Goſpel we now have accord- 
ing to St. Matthew, was wrote originally in Greek, 
the Chriſtian Writers all along had that Original, 


tho' moſt of them miſtook it for a Verſion. The 
immediate Hebrew Tranſlation of that Greek is 


no part of the Queſtion, with thoſe who ſup- 


poſe St. Matthew to have wrote originally in 
Greek. For they inſiſt upon it, that his Ori- 


ginal, without paſſing through Tranſlators Hands, 


hath come down, in the main, pure and un- 


mixt into our preſent Copies. The Senſe there- 
fore of our Engliſh Clergy, who are in theſe 
2 Sentiments, 
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3 rA concerning the authoriſed Tranſla- 
tion of St. Matthew's Goſpel in our Teſtaments, 


is ſhamefully ſtated by the Author of the D. 


Y rrtation. For the generality of them repute it 
to be a faithful and in the main a juſt Verſion 


from an Edition, that was but thirty Years 


later than the firſt of the Kind that ever the 
World faw, of Copies honeſtly tranſmitted from 


St, Matthew's Original Greek, which all the Chri- 
ſtian World ſaw and uſed from the Beginning, tho' 
for the moſt part miſapprehending it to be a Ver- 
ſion from an Hebrew Original of that Apoſtle's. 
On the other hand, thoſe learned Engliſb Clergy, 
'who think the Tradition for St. Matthew's ha- 
ving originally wrote his Goſpel in Hebrew too 
ſtrong to be reſiſted, believe that the Greek 
Verſion, which we now follow, was made and 
Teceived in the very Apoſtolical Age, and has 
been with ſufficient Faithfulneſs tranſmitted to 
our own Times, and with very good though not 
unerring Judgment, hath been publiſhed in the 

rinted Edition of Nobert Stephens, and hath 
— thence tranſlated into Engliſt, under the 
Direction of Authority, ſo well, as chat illi- 
Fach Engliſh Chriſtians may fafely build their 

aith upon it, as far as it goes. But both Sides 


| are agreed, that our preſent Greek Goſpel of 


t. Matthew is genuine and canonical, either a com- 
plete Original in itſelf, or derived from that 
genuine Hebrew of that Evangeliſt, without be- 
Ing retrenched or epitomized either in tran- 


| Eribing or tranſlating. The Impugners of that 


Goſpel, who ſuggeſt the contrary, do it on 


Frinciples that appear upon examination, to be 


precarious, 


3 1 
recarious, if not directly falſe. So that: the 
ight Reverend Author of the 3 Letter, 

knowing theſe things, had no reaſon to trouble 
or perplex the plain People of his Dioceſe with 
Queſtions, not neceſſary to the Point in View, 
It was not his buſineſs to regard thoſe imper- 
tinent Conſiderations, on which the Unbelievers, 
partly through Ignorance, partly through Malice, 
proceed to diſturb the religious Quiet of Chri- 
ſtians. It was ſufficient to ſupply his People 
with Arguments for the faithful Tranſmiſſion of 
Scripture, founded upon undoubted Facts, that 
will ſtand the ſtrifteſt Enquiry, and defy the 
Sophiſtry of thoſe Deceivers. 
Objection the Fifth, Pp. 36. 
* The Impugners of St. Matthew's Goſpel, as 
« well as the Biſhop of London, admit that after 
ce Chriſtianity was carried into almoſt all Parts of 
tt the Roman Empire, and Copies of the New 
« Teſtament ſpread with it, and not only re- 
© mained in the Hands of Numbers of private 
« Chriſtians, but were publickly received and 
te read in religious Aſſemblies, it had been impol- 
tt ſible for any one to add or to retrench ſucceſs. 3 
« fully; but then this ſtate of things could not 
« obtain till towards the End of the fourth Cen- 
te tury. Beſides, what they urge with reſpect o 
our preſent Goſpel is, that, ſuppoſing it tru ) 
« derived from St. Matthew's Hebrew, which 
© the Learned we ſee very much ſuſpect, yet 
« was it grievouſly adulterated in its very Or- 
« ginal, or elſe abridged by its Tranſlator, F. 
ce whilſt in private Hands. In either of which 
« Cafes the few Arguments which the Paſtors! * 
. Letter 
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J e Letter-Yriter hath brought for the faithful 
4 Tranſmiſſion of this particular Goſpel, will be 
„ found of no Force.” | 


Anſwer. What the Author of the Diſſertation 


denies could be till towards the End of the 
fourth Century, was real Fact early in the ſe- 
Zcond. Chriſtianity was, by that time, ſpread 
into almoſt all Parts of the Roman Empire, and 
= Copies of the New Teſtament, eſpecially of the 
2 Goſpels, were ſpread with it “&. Nay, in the very 
firſt Age F, as appears from the Citations out of 
this Goſpel in the Epiſtles of Barnabas and Cle- 
mens Romanus, Greek Copies of St. Matthew's 


7 Goſpel were ſpread in the extreme Parts of the 
Roman Empire; and conſequently, unleſs it was 


adulterated in the very life-time of its Author, 
which is abſurd to imagine, there was no room 
for any ſuch Miſchief afterwards. The Pretences 
concerning its early Adulteration either in the 
Original Hebrew, or in tranſlating, from the 
Fragments of that Goſpel given us by Epiphanius 
and Jerom, have been examined and refuted. 
The Arguments therefore urged in the Paſtoral 
Letter, for the faithful Tranſmiſſion of this Goſ- 
= pel, remain in their full force. 


See Euſeb. H. E. I. 3. c. xxxvii. Iren. 1. 1. c. 3. 
T Euſeb. 1. 3. c. xxiv. aſſures us, that before St. Fobn wrote 
his Goſpel, the other three were univerſally diſperſed ; which was 


before the End of the firſt Century, and that St. John approved 

Jof them all. But it is highly probable, that the Copy of St. Mat- 

tbew, which reached Epheſus, where St. John relide 

7 Greek one. For Greek was the Language of that Place, and had 

the Goſpel of St. Matthew, which came thither, been Hebrew, the 
= Afatick Chriſtians would have deſired of St. John, not only a new 

and ſupplemental Goſpel, but a Verſion likewiſe of St. Matthew's 
Original Hebrew, which we do not find they did, 
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(90) 
ObjeQion the Sixth, p. 57. 


e It has been obſerved by ſome Criticks, that [ 


&« in St. Matthew's Goſpel only, which confiſts 
© f about eleven hundred Verſes, there are to be 
« found no leſs than a thouſand various Readings, 


« Which, to ſpeak the Truth, with Dr. Whitby, 


« are enough to make the Mind doubtful and af 


little apprehenſive that nothing certain can be 


« expected from a Book, where there are Al- 
* rerations in every Verſe, and almoſt in every 


“ Part of every Verſe.” 


Anſwer. If the Writers for Infidelity had any] 
remains of Shame in them, they would never 
trouble the World any more with Dr. Whitby 
Fears upon this Subject, till they had anſwered 
what the very Learned Phz/eleutherus Lipfienji| 


has advanced relating to this Thread-bare Cavil 
of various Readings : For he has obſerved, up- 
on a Computation of his own, twenty thouſand 
various Readings, in a much leſs Book, viz. that 
of Terence, and that from half the Number of 


_ MSS. that are extant of the New Teſtament 


And if it would be ridiculous, as it certainly 
would, to make this an Argument that the 
Works of that famous Dramatick Writer had 


been unfaithfully tranſmitted, what ſhall we fſayÞ 


of the Senſe and Honeſty of our unbelieving Ad- 
verlaries, who perperually urge this againſt the 
facred Writings. The ſame Gentleman afhrms 


that Tihullus, in a late Edition, has as many va-Þ 


rious Lections as Lines, But to call theſe Altera- 
tions, or to ſuppoſe them any diſcredit to an an- 
tient Book, betrays either great Ignorance or very 
great Malice. IRE 
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F be his by Floridus Sabinus. 
our Author will be good-natured enough to 


(9x) 
Objection the Seventh, p. 57, 58. 
« As the Authors of all prophane Writings of 


any Note are and have ever been univerſally 


« aſſented to without Diſpute, which is far 


| | from. being the Caſe of the Author here exa- 
| mined ; ſo neither are there any ſuch plain 
| 


and ſtrong Teſtimonies for the unfaichful 
of thoſe Writings, as 
there are of this Goſpel ; and on theſe two 


„Accounts, Hereticks may fairly reject it as 
% Apocryphal, without involving themſelves in 
= the Abſurdity of rejecting all ancient Writings 
„ whatever. 


Beſides, it never was the Intereſt 
of any Set of Men fo egregiouſly to corrupt 


the prophane Authors in ſupport of private 
* Opinions.“ 


Anſwer. The Writer of the Diſſertation 
ſpeaks too adventurouſly (as indeed nothing 
makes Men more confident than Ignorance) 
when he affirms, that the Authors of all pro- 
| vn Writings, of any Note, are and have ever 
! en univerſally aſſented to without diſpute. 
I ſuppoſe he will not diſpute, but that Caeſar's 
| Commentaries are Writings of Note. And yet 

Gerard Voſſius x, if applied to, would have in- 


3 


: ſtructed him, that more chan one have denied 
the ſeven Books De Bello Gallico, to be Cæſar's. 
(One of theſe aſcribed it to Suetonius) and that 


the three Books De Bello Civili, are denied to 
Again, it may be 


1 allow, chat Cornelius Nepos is a Writer of Note. 


2 De Hiſtor, Lat. I. 1. c. iii. 


N 2 And 


( 92) 


And yet the Learned know, that, upon the firſt Þ 
Revival of Learning, his Book De Vita & Mori-F 
bus excellentium Gracie Imperatorum, generally 

aſſed for the Work of Mmilius Probus, a Li- 
. or Copiſt, that lived in the Reign of Theo- 
doſius. As to the next Particular in the Objec- 
tion, that relating to the plain and ſtrong Teſti-F 
monies of the unfaithful Tranſmiſſion of St. Mat. 


thew's Goſpel, we know of no ſuch Things; nor 


has he produced one valuable Author who has 
expreſly affirmed, that our Copies of St. Matthew's Þ 
Goſpel differ, in any material Point, from the 
Original of that Evangeliſt. Upon neither there-F 
fore of theſe two Accounts, can any one reject 
that Goſpel as Apocryphal, without involving 
himſelf in the Abſurdity of rejecting all antientÞ 
Writings whatever. Nor, laſtly, will any Diffe- 


rence ariſe in this reſpect from the Conſideration, 


that it was never the Intereſt of any Set of Men] 
ſo egregiouſly to corrupt other Writings in ſup-F 
port of private Opinions, as it was of the primi-· 
tive Chriſtians, to corrupt this Goſpel of St. Mat- 
thew, For how does it appear, that the Chriſti- 
ans, at the latter End of the firſt Century, or Be- 
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ginning of the ſecond, had any Intereſt of this“ 
Kind to ſerve? And till this be proved, they will! 
ſtand on the ſame Footing with thoſe Antients, 
through whoſe Hands other Writings have pal-Þ 
ſed, nor can the faithfulneſs of Tranſmiſſion beF 


more queſtionable in one Caſe than in the other. 


Beſides, if thoſe Chriſtians had ſuch Intereſts to 


ſerve, they muſt have known, that this could not 


effectually be done by corrupting any of the writ- 


ten Goſpels. For before the general as a 
var K | | hole 


tF 


7 


p cond, as alſo of the firſt Chapter of St. Mat- 
* thew's Goſpel is this, that neither of them were 
to be found either in the Nazarene or Ebionite 


-«* Goſpel, which was undoubtedly the ancient 
Hebrew of the holy Apoſtle. 


12 
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thoſe Goſpels, the Subſtance of them was by daily 

Epreaching ſtrongly imprinted in the Minds of all 
Chriſtians. So that no written Goſpels, whatever 
Names they bore, would have obtained Credit, if 


in any reſpect contrary to the Analogy of that 
Faith and of thoſe Doctrines which were uniforms 


y received throughout the Chriſtian World. 


I * 
| Y 


Objection the eighth, p. 72. 

« That which hath occaſioned the moſt laſt- 
ing Diſputes among the Ancients, and created 
the greateſt Suſpicion in ſober minded and ju- 
4 dicious Men of the Genuineneſs of this ſe- 


Anſwer. That any of the Ancients ever diſ- 


puted the Genuineneſs of the firſt or ſecond Chap- 
ters of St. Matthew, becauſe they were wanting 
in the Nazarene and Ebionite Goſpel, is aflirmed 


by our Author, without any Evidence, and I 
verily think is falſe. Beſides, though the Ebionite 


© Goſpel wanted both thoſe Chapters, it does not 


appear that the Nazarene Goſpel wanted either; 


and ſome learned Moderns think it contained 


both. Epipbanius ſpeaks doubtfully of this Mat- 


ter, and Ferom is altogether ſilent: But had 
thoſe Goſpels been equally defective herein, it 


Jought to create no Suſpicion in any ſober minded 


gor judicious Man of the Genuineneſs of thoſe 
Chapters; becauſe, to ſay the leaſt, it is very 


i 
# 
* 


1 ror whether either the eee or Ebionite 
kann were the ancient Hebrew of St, Matthew, 


though 


( 94 ) 


though the Author of the Diſſertation lays i 
down for an undoubted Truth. Beſides, as to 
the firſt of theſe Chapters, we have unqueſtion-þ 
able Evidence, that it made a part of St. Mat. 
thew's Goſpel, as early as the latter End of the 
firſt Century. For then Cerinthus argued from 
the Genealogy of that Chapter, that Chrift 
was a mere Man, and born of human Parents, as 
other Men are, as our Author himſelf owns, p. 66 

Objection the ninth, p 72. 

« No one of the old Manuſcripts of the Gos. 

« pel according to St. Mark take any Notice off 
« the firſt or ſecond Chapters of St. Matthew's 
« Goſpel, though moſt of the Divines antientÞ 
« and modern conceive St. Mark's Goſpel to be | 
« but an Epitome of Matthew's. 

Anſwer. Of the Ancients, St. Auſtin, I think 
is the only one, who ſuppoſes that St. Mark's Gol. 0 
pel was an Epitome of St. Matthew, and many 
modern Divines have not only conceived buf 
proved the direct contrary; particularly Father 
Simon, whoſe Opinions have great Weight with 
our Author, on other Occaſions, in his Critical . 
Hiſtory of the New Teſtament, Part I. Ch. 10 
well obſerves, that St. Mark cannot paſs for 2 
ſimple Abbreviator of St. Matthew, becauſe he 
e delivers Matters more at large than St. 
Matthew does; particularly Mark xii. 28. thi 
Evangeliſt takes up ſeven long Verſes in relating 
our Lord's Converſation with the Scribe, who 
aſked him, which. is the firſt Commanaqment of allt 
whereas St. Matthew gives us that whole Tran 
action in ſix ſhort Verſes, ch. xxii. | Again; 


ſometimes St, Mark relates Things! in 7 
rder 


(07 - 

. Jorder from what St. Matthew had done, directly 
contrary to the Practice of mere Epitomixers. 
For inſtance, ch. iii. 2 5. he records what we find 
in Matt. iv. 25. and yet in the 14th Verſe of the 
ſecond Chapter St. Mark mentions the calling of 
St. Matthew, which Event St. Matthew himſelf 
does not mention till ch. ix. ver. 9. Laſtly, St. 
Mart makes ſome Obſervations, and mentions 
many Particulars, that do not at all occur in 
St. Matthew. Thus ch. xv. ver. 28. on Occaſion 
of our Lord's Crucifixion between two Thieves, 


. of be remarks that the Scripture of Eſai. xv. 28. 
„vas fulfilled ; whereas St. Matthew, ſpeaking of 
uh the fame Circumſtance, ch. xxvil. 38. applies no 


IT at all. And again St. Mark, in his laſt 
Chapter, inſerts Converſations and Facts that hap- 
pened after our Lord's Reſurrection, of which 


_ pt. Matthew had not made the leaſt mention. 
ince therefore it appears that St. Mark was not 
= mere Epitomizer of St. Matthew, but intended 
"ſs diſtin&t Goſpel from him, nothing can be in- 
* 0 ferred from his utter Silence, about what occurs 
125 ; n the two firſt Chapters of St. Matthew, that 


thoſe Chapters are not a genuine Part of that 


+ * Thus I hope I have obliged the Author of 
* 8e Diſſertation with what he pretends, p. 72. 
4 ua He thould be glad to ſec, a fair Solution of 
A 0 the Difficulties relating to the Genuineneſs and 
—_ Canonical Authority of the Goſpel according 


to St. Matthew, in Whole and in Part.” Ido 
{ot know that I have left one Objection unan- 


dg. ered, that tends to create a Doubt, whether 
geren . Matthew was the Author of the Goſpel that 


goes 
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( 96 ) I 
goes by his Name, or whether he was qualified 
to be a faithful Hiſtorian in the Caſe; or laſtly, 
whether the Goſpel he wrote, hath been juſtly * 
and honeſtly r. to us. I may now there- 
fore preſume to ſay, that the affirmative Side of 
all theſe Queſtions is the Truth. I may further 
venture to affirm, upon a particular Survey of 
them all, that the Cavils againſt the ſacred 
Writings advanced in the 2 before us, 

1 


are either ſo falſe or fo frivolous as fully to ju- 

ſtify the Right Reverend Author of the Paſtoral 

Letter, for not interrupting the Courſe of his 

Argument, and trying the Patience of his Read- 

ers by the mention of them. So that whenever 
his Lordſhip intends another Edition, he will be 
under no Neceſſity to add or alter any thing for 
the Satisfaction of thoſe, who are under his Di- 
rection, againſt the Arguments of Hereticks laid 
together by the Dyſſertation-Writer, for his Ob- 
ſervation. The ſame Evidences for the Truch 
and Authority of the ſacred Writings, will al- 
ways ſatisfy reaſonable and unprejudiced Men. 
What ſort of Defence of thoſe Books may be 
neceſſary againſt Infidels, it will be Time enough _ 
to conſider, if ever his Lordſhip ſhall undertake _ 
a Work of that kind, with a direct and imme- 
diate View to their unhappy Caſe. But his pre. 
ſent Concern is for thoſe who have room fo 
Conviction; who are not fo far gone in Preju 

dice, nor ſuch Bigots for Irreligion, as to mak! 
rude and petulant Returns for his pious and kin | 
Offers to aſſiſt them in building ther Chriſtiani) | 
on a firm and a rational Bottom. 7 


: — _ a "* . 
1 Re * a : « 
, 7 8 s 
4 ” 
=> <> a 1 
— 6 * 
* N E : * 
22 0 — 
* 4 


299 2 C 2 2 R r 3 , S IR oaks " D Pot es EEE We. » . 7238 re . 2 e * 12 


e e e eee r 


